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Current Topics 


The President of the Law Soé@iety. 

Our READERs will be sorry to hear that Mr. E. K. Biya, the 
estcemed President of the Law Society, after making an excellent 
recovery from the operation which he underwent some time ago, 
and while staying at Bournemouth completing his cure, met with 
a serious uccidevt. According to the latest accounts which have 
reached us, he has been able to return to town, and is going on 
fairly well. Every one will wish him a speedy rstoration irom 
this fresh misfortune. 


The Hilary Cause Lists. 

In oNnE respect the cause lists for the Hilary Sittings are 
unique in recent years. The energetic action of the threé 
divisions of the Court of Appeal has resulted in a reduction of 
the appeals from 348 at the commencement of the last sittings to 
152 now. A year ago there were 345. Tne Chancery Cause 
Lists shew au aggregate of 276 causes and matters, as against 
423 at the last sittings and 310 a year ago. The King’s Bench 
lists contain 728 causes, while there were 891 at the last sittings 
and 997 a year ago; shewing some progress, but with room for 
improvement. 


Leap Year. 

In one of the references in the newspapers to the arrival of 
leap year it is pointed out that it is a period of some hardship to 
those whose labour is hired by the year or some aliquot part of 
the year, inasmuch as they receive uo payment for an extra day's 
work. Tunis apparent injustice applies only to certain classes of 
the community, for those who are paid by the day, or for the 
value of their work without any reference to the time spent upon 
it, have no reason to complaiu. The point does not appear to 
have attracted the attention of jawyers or of the numerous body 
of landlords who receive no additional rent for the extra day 
durivg which the tenant occupies their premises during leap 
year. But it is never too late to prefer a claim which has been 
overlooked by our ancestors, and it might possibly be ested that, 
in the case of a salary payable quarterly, a claim should be made 
in the form of a guantum meruit for work and labour done by the 
plaintiff at the request of the defendant. Where money has been 
lent at interest, the claim should be for interest due in respect 
of the 29th of February, and in the case of rent, for an amount 
due for use and occupation on the same day. These claims might 
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lead to some future provision as to the rights of the parties which | shares will be varied: Re New (1901, 2 Ch. 534). This last cage 4 


may clear up all doubt on the subject. 


The Fleet Tragedy. 


Me. Henry Swuirtu, of the firm of Messrs. Long & Gardiner, 
of Lincoln’s inn-fields, may congratulate himself on his escape 
with his life from the Fleet tragedy. Solicitors have, of 
course, frequently to take steps which arouse something like 
frenzy in persons of excitable temperament against whom these 
steps are taken. It is a melancholy fact also that there 
are a considerable number of half-mad pzople—persons on 
the border-line between sanity and dementia—abroad in this 
country, who are very frequently exceedingly litigious, and 
failure of claims or defences which they consider unquestion- 
able is very commonly ascribed’ by them to the default of their 
solicitor, against whom they become exasperated. Fortunately 
their action usually ends in threats; but if our memory serves 
us rightly, not very long ago there was a shooting scene in the 
office of a London solicitor, who, however, happily escaped injury. 
We have heard of occasions on which the services of an able- 
bodied articled clerk have been requisitioned for the protection 
of the principal, and we recall an instance in which a solicitor 
was warned that a foreign lady, with whom an interview had 
been appointed, might come armed with a dagger, in the use 
of which she was supposed to be skilful. Nothing happened 
however. 


The Right of Solicitors to Practise at Quarter 
Sessions. 

We paint elsewhere the report of a case in which a solicitor 
successfully asserted his right to defend prisoners at quarter 
sessions, but with the result that a rule was made and entered in 
the minutes providing that in future no solicitor should be allowed 
to appear. This was no doubt made on the strength of the 
decision in Zhe Queen v. The Justices of Denbighshire (15 
L. J. Q. B. 335), that quarter sessions, like other courts, have 
the power of regulating their own proceedings; that there ought 
to be a distinct rule as to the persons to whom the privilege of 
acting as advocates should be granted, and that the superior court 
would not interfere with the discretion of the sessions in 
laying down such a rule. In the case referred to the 
affidavits eschewed that no barrister had ever attended or 
practised at any court of quarter sessions in the P.incipality of 
Wales except on special retainer, and that attorneys had had 
audience of the court; and it might appirently have been held 
that the practice of the court was regulated by ancient usege. 
In Collier vy. Hicks (2 B. & Ad. 663) Parke, J., said that “no 
person has a right to act as an advocate without the leave of the 
court, which must of necessity have the power of regulating its 
own proceedings in all cases where they are not already regulated 
by ancient usage.” But the Denbighshire Quarter Sessions, in 
the case first referred to, made the singular order that “ the 
request of the barristers for exclusive audience be granted at all 
timcs when four barristers are present.”’ 


The Times as a Limited Company. 


‘THE STATEMENT made in the daily papers that tke business of 
the Times is to be converted into a limited company suggests the 
difficulties which may arise in consequence of the nature of the 
proprietorship of the paper. Of course if all the numerous pro- 
prietors were sui juris and willing to congent, no question could 
arise. But it is probable that, to a considerable extent, the 
interests have been made the subject of settlement and are vested 
in trustees, and, apart from actual settlement, some of the shares 
may belong to infants. In either of these cases the transaction 
could not be carried into effect without the help of the court, 
though the jurisdiction of the court to sanction the conver- 
sion of a business into a limited company is by no means 
clear. Treating the matter as a question of the proper invest- 
ment of trust funds, it seems that the court has no jurisdiction 
to sanction the original conversion of a business held by trustees 
‘into a company, since this involves the investment of the trust 
property in an unauthorized mavner: Re Morrison (1901, 1 Ch. 
701); Re Crawshay (60 L. T. 357). But where the trustees 


already hold shares in a limited company, the court may permit 
them to assent to a scheme of reconstruction under which the 





was put upon the ground that the court had a general power 
to authorize departures from the terms of a trust in cases 
of emergency; but it does not seem to have been intended 
to overrule the other cases just quoted, and in Re Tollemache 
(1908, 1 Ch. 955) it was described in the Court of Appeal 
as constituting the high water mark for the exercise by 
the court of its extraordinary jurisdiction in relation to trusts, 
If, however, the difficulty in relaxing the fetters of the trust 
arises only from the fact that particular beneficiaries are infants 
or under disability, the court would seem to have a greater disere. 
tion. In the exercise of its jurisdiction over trustees “ the court 
may in general order the trustees to deal with the trust property 
in whatever mode it may consider to be for the benefit of cestuis 
ue trust who are infants or under disabilities”: Brooke v. Lord 
Sinan (2D. J.&S.,atp. 415); andin Re Wells (1903, 1 Ch. 848) 
Farwe.t, J., pointed out that this power was not limited to 
cases of compromise of disputed rights. In principle, it is not 
clear why the jurisdiction as regards the property of infants 
should be different from that as regards trust property generally; 
and if, as seems to follow from the passage just quoted, the court 
could sanction the exchange of an infant’s share in a business for 
shares in a company, it should also be able to sanction the like 
exchange in the case of the share being held in trust. Possibly 
this is the result at which the courts will arrive, and it may be 
surmised that only in this way can the proposed change in the 
Times be effected. 


Premiums Procured by Misrepresentation. 

A case of some importance on the position of an insurance 
company when business has been obtained through the misrepre- 
sentation of an agent was decided by the Court of Appeal in 
Kettlewell v. Refuge Assurance Co. (reported ante, p. 158). The 
plaintiff, in February, 1901, effected a policy with the defendant 
company on the life of a third person at a weekly premium. She 
paid the premiums for a year and then proposed to let the policy 
drop, and intimated this to the company’s local agents. They 
advised her to continue for a further period of four years, and 
stated that at the end of that time she would be entitled 
to a free policy; that is, the policy would continue in 
force, but no more premiums would have to be paid. This 
statement was untrue, and was made without the authority 
of the company. The plaintiff continued the payments for the 
four years, and then, upon her claimiog a free policy, it was 
refused. She thereupon brought the action to recover the 
premiums paid by her, and she has succeeded in the successive 
stages of the county court, the Divisional Court, and the Court 
of Appeal—a somewhat formidable course of litigation seeing that 
the amount claimed was only about £10. ‘The main contention on 
the part of the company was that, since they had been at risk 
under the policy for five years, tne plaint-ff had obtained at ltasta 
part of the consideration, aud hence she could not suc, as upon a 
failure of consideration, for money had and received. In the 
Divisional Court (1907, 2 K. B. 242), this conteution was rejected 
on the ground that the plaintitf was entitled to avoid the policy 
and to assert that the risk had never attached. But this appears 
to be opposed to the fact. The risk had attached, and if 
the life insured had dropped during the five years the policy 
would have been payable. But the court also decided against the 
company on the ground that, though they might not be liable for 
their agents’ fraudulent misrepresentations, yet they could not 
claim to keep premiums which had been thus obtained. In the 
Court of Appeal the same result was arrived at, but with a 
variation as regards the right to avoid the policy. It was con- 
sidered to be unnecessary for the plaintiff to elect to say that no 
risk had attached. The risk had attached on the policy, but 
(Bocxuey, L.J., diss.) the plaintiff was none the less entitled to 
avoid it on the ground of fraudulent misrepresentation. And 
whetber this was so or not, all the court agreed that she could 
recover the money paid in consequence of the misrepresentations 
of the company’s agents. 


Placarding Conviction for Infringement of 
Bye-laws. 
At tne hearing of a summons in the North London police 
court a passenger on the Great Eastern Railway was recently 
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convicted for having travelled without having previously paid his 
fare and with intent to avoid payment. A penalty was imposed 
upon the defendant, who soon afterwards entered the court and 
asked the magistrate to express his opinion that the name of the 
person convicted ought not to be published on the railway. 
This the magistrate refused to do, saying that if he had thought 
that the defendant's name would not be published he should 
have imposed a heavier fine. We refer to this case in conse- 
quence of articles which have recently appeared in the daily press 
attacking with some severity the practice of railway companies in 
placarding tbe particulars of convictions against their bye-laws. 
The writers of these articles insist that the exhibition of such a 
notice is a second, and much heavier, punishment on a defendant 
who may travel day after day on the line, and that the law of 
libel does not favour the unnecessary publication of past offences, 
more particularly when the person guilty of them has received 
punishment in the due course of the law. The railway companies 
should, it is said, content themselves with publishing the fact of 
the conviction without adding the name and address of the person 
convicted. It appears to us that there is some exaggeration in 
these criticisms. We except, of course, cases where there is some 
evidence of spite and malice on the part of the company’s officials, 
und assume, as we have no doubt is generally the case, that the only 
object of the company in publishing the notice is to deter others 
from following the example of the person convicted. And it may 
well be that in cases where there are a few mitigating circum- 
stances the company would be well advised if they abstained from 
screening the name of the offender. But there are, after all, some 
cases where the fraud is so impudent that there is no room for 
sympathy, and there need be no hesitation in making an example. 
Among such cases would be that of an individual whose fraudulent 
conduct has not been confined to the occasion which has brought 
him before the court. In conclusion, it may be observed that 
what is a fit and proper punishment is always a question of diffi- 
culty. It must in all cases vary according to the temperament 
and character of the person affected. The publication of the 
details of his conviction in newspapers—which is permitted by 
the law—may be either a matter of small consequence or a 
disaster of the most overwhelming description involving little less 
than social ruin; in other words, it may, according to circumstances, 
be either an outrageous punishment or no punishment at all. 
The law cannot hope to be successful in distinguishing these cases 
from each other. 


County Court Costs Where Injunction Claimed. 


It 18 provided by the County Court Rules, ord. 53, r. 11, that 
“jn ac ions in which a perpetual injunction is claimed, whether 
the same is granted or not the judge may order the 
cos's to be taxed under column A, B, or C, and in default of any 
such order they shall be tazed under column B.” In general, of 
course, the county court scale depends on the amount recovered, 
and since in injunction cases no specific sum of money is ut 
stake, this rule was intended to enable the scale to be fixed when 
the usual test failed. But the words “ whether the same is 
granted or not” were made the foundation of an interesting 
contention in Clinton v. Bennett (1908, 1 K. B. 109). A 
plaintiff, who had been tenant to the defendant, claimed an 
injunction to protect his possession on the footing that the tenancy 
was continuing, and, alternatively, a sum for compensation for 
improvements on the footing that it was determined. The judge 
held that the tenancy had been determined, and hence the claim 
to an injunction failed, but £4 4s. was awarded as compensation. 
The judge gave the plaintiff costs, but made no order as to the 
scale. The registrar taxed them on the footing that less than 
£10 had been recovered. The plaintiff objected that, under 
ord. 53, r. 11, he was entitled to scale B, since he had claimed an 
injunction, although ic had been refused. Upon the words of the 
tule this seems to follow, and the county court judge held accord- 
ingly; but the result is so extraurdinary that the Divisional 
Court naturally looked for some way of avoiding it. This they 
found in rule 1 of the same order, which prescribes that all 
costs shall be taxed according to the scales in Part IV. 
of the Appendix. Under Part IV. the “lower scale” is 
ys where the sum recovered is under £10, and this governed 

present case just as much as rule 11 appeared to govern it. 


In their dilemma the court (PHittimore and Watroy, JJ.) 
held that the “lower scale’’ was to be taken. The alternative 
claims made by the plaintiff were inconsistent with each other, 
and since he had failed as to the injunction he was left with his 
alternative claim only; and this being a m claim, and having. 
produced less than £10, its result decided the scale. It is singular 
that rule 11 should have been drawn in such a way as to make the 
contention possible. 


Actions Against Schoolmasters. 

Ir 1s sometimes said that Englishmen of all classes have not 
sufficient interest in the education of their children, and we have 
lately thought that some evidence of this want of interest may be 
found in the chronicles of our law courts. It is common enough, 
even at the present day, to hear complaints from fathers as t» 
the inadequacy of the teaching at the expensive schools at which 
their boys have been pliced, and complaints as to the nature of 
the food with which they are supplied, and there is every reason 
to believe that there wou'd have been stronger ground for such 
complaints with regard to the schools of our forefathers. But 
while a reference to the Digests will give us a few instances of 
actions by the keepers of schools for the amount due for the 
supply of board, lodging, and tuition of those received in their 
schools, it will be difficult to find an action by a father against a 
schoolmaster or keeper of a school for breach of his contract. It is 
a general principle that in the hiring of skilled labour the employer 
is entitled to rely on ordinary skill, ani that damage arising from 
the want of such skill may be recovered from the persons 
employed. But although the precedents of pleading give us a 
form of action against a surgeon who does not use reasonable care 
and skill, there is no similar form for an action against a school- 
master. There may be several reasons for this apparent immunity 
on the part of those who preside over schools. In the case of 
the large number of end »wed or grammar sch ols, each of which 
is controlled by its own body of trustees, great difficulty would 
be felt in selecting a defendant. It was at one time generally 
believed that trustees for public purposes, receiving no reward for 
their services, were only liable for the selection of proper officers 
and could not be responsible further. In the case of private 
schoo's, with regard to which there is abundant evidence that tae 
teachers were generally ill qualified for their duties, the pro- 
prietors were often in modest circumstances, and it might have 
been supposed that an action against them would be a barren 
remedy. Or, again, the reason may be found in the prevailing © 
lack of interest in the management and efficacy of our secondary 
schcols. We shoul! be glad to think that this apathy has now 
passed away and that the schoolmaster is equally liable with the 
members of other professions for the due discharge of his duties. 


The Parish Stocks. 

Tue statement that the borough of Penryn, ia Cornwall, 
having some time ago sold an ancicnt possession, “the stocks,” 
has been glad to receive them back as a gift from the purchaser, 
may tura our minds to the period when this quaint engine of 
punishment was; a familiar object in English parisaes. Stocks, as is 
tolerably well known, were an apparatus much used in former times 
for the correction of petty offenders, and consisted of two boards, 
each with a semi-circular hole fitting together within posts, and 
padlocked together so as to confine the legs of a person just above the 
feet. The culprit was placed on a bench with his ankles fastened 
in these holes and allowed to remain there for av hour or two. 
The period of the introduction of stocks is uncertain, but in the 
Second Statute of Labourers, 25 Ed, 3, it is ordered that servants 
and labourers who refuse to comply with the provisions of the 
Act shall be put in the stocks, and that stocks be made in every 
town for such occasion. For drunkenness the stocks were pre- 
scribed. in default of di-tress for a fiae, by a statute of James I, 
(not repealed until 1872 by the Licensing Act of that year), and 
they were also prescribed for the offence of Sunda ag | 
the Sunday Observance Act, 1677 (still ed). 

arish had formerly its stocks, often close to the churchyard. 
| This punishment began to be disused about the beginning of the 

nineteenth ceatury, though it is stated to have been inflicted at 
| Newbury for drunkenness as late as 1872. Whether any justices 





could at the present day be found who would sentence any one who 
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had travelled on Sunday in boat or barge “except upon extra. 
ordinary occasion,’’ and was unable to pay the penalty prescribed 
for the offence, “to be set publicly in the stocks by the space of 
two hours,” according to the further directions of the Act, may 
be doubted, but the physical removal of the stocks is a serious 
obstacle to the infliction of such a punishment. 


The French Law of Landlord and Tenant. 

A case just decided in France shews that the French law of 
landlord and tenant gives the tenant greater privileges than he 
possesses in this country. The plaintiff became tenant of apart- 
ments in Paris in a building belonging to the defendant, and he 
took thém with notice that the flour above had been let for use as 
a restaurant. He discovered, scon after he had gone into 
possession, that his neighbour, instead of a restaurant, had set 
up a bar in the premises overhead, and that the customers 
at the bar were fur noisier than those who usually visit 
a restaurant, and were entertained until two o’clock in the 
morning by an orchestra consisting of a piano, violin, and violin- 
cello. The music was accompanied by the voices of the guests, 
male and female, and by the beating of sticks on the tables and 
on the floor. The plaintiff was unable either to work or to sleep 
while this tumult was going on, and bis action was founded upon a 
breach of an implied covenant for quiet enjoyment. His remedy ino 


the English courts, so far as we are acquainted with the authori- ' 


ties, would be confined to an injunction or damages for bre«ch of 
covenant, and he would certainly not be entitled, in the absence of 
express stipulation, to ask for a rescission of his own tenancy 
on the ground of the nuisance from which he had suffered, But 
the Sixth Chamber of the Seine made an order in favour of the 
plaintiff reacinding his tenancy and granting him damages for his 
compulsory. removal from his apartments. The occupier of the 
upper floor, the author of the nuisance, had been made a party to 
the proceedings by the defendant, who had served him with what 
is analogous to a third party notice in the High Court. The 
court made a further order rescinding the lease of this floor and 
directing the tenant to pay his landlord 5,000 francs by way of 
compensation for the loss which he bad sustained owing to the 
proceedings consequent upon the nuisance. 








Priorities under Yorkshire 
Registries Acts. 
ie 


Since the enactment of the Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884, only 
two cases of any importance seem to have been decided in which 
the provisions of the Act have received judicial elucidation. In 
Battison v. Hobson (1896, 2 Ch. 403) the meaning of “ actual 
fraud,” and the registrability of a charge by deposit of deeds, 
were under consideration. In Rodger vy. Harrison (1893, 1 
Q. B. 161) the meaning of “assurance” as defined in the Act 
was considered, and the registrability of an agreement for 
building and purchase of land. The change made in the law, 
as it existed before 1885, with respect to the manner of deter- 
mining priorities between competing deeds and documents has 
not yet been the subject of any reported case. This change, in 
fact, does not seem to be properly appreciated by text-writers, 
for in a book of great general excellence and care we find it 
stated that “ this Act appears to have the same effect as the Acts 
which it repealed with respect to the operation of conveyances 
inter vivos ut law, but to abolish the doctrine of notice applied in 
equity to the old Acts.” 

The pith of the enactments relating to priority is contained in 
section 14; “. all assurances entitled to be registered 
under this Act shall have priority according to the date of 
registration thereof, and not according to the date of such 
assurances. . All prioiities given by this Act shall have 
full effect in all c»urts, except in case of actual fraud, and all 
persons claiming thereunder any legal or equitable interests shall 
be entitled to corresponding priorities. .’ Although there 
are no decided cases on this section, its language is sufficiently 


The great distinction between the old Yorkshire Acts (which 
on this point are like the Middlesex Registry Act, 1708) and the 
Irish Registry Act of 1708 was the absence from the Yorkshire 
Acts of any enictment corresponding with section 4 of the Irish 
Act. Section 5 of the Irish Act corresponds generally with the 
provision of the old Yorkshire Acts which made unregistered 
deeds and conveyances fraudulent and void against subsequent 
purchasers and mortgagees who did not register their deed or 
conveyance. Section 4 of the Irish Act enacts that registered 
deeds and conveyances are to be “ good and effectual, both in law 
and equity, according to the priority of time of registering,” and 
there is nothing answering to this in the Middlesex or old York. 
shire Acts. The effect of the presence in the Irish Act of section 
4 ‘is to give full effect, by force of the registry, even to articles, 
if registered, against a legal conveyance’’: Bushell vy. Bushell 
(1802, 1 Sch. & Lef. 90), Mill v. Hill (1852, 3 H. L. C. 898), 
In this way an equitible interest under a registered deed, in 
'reland, has priority over a legal interest conferred by 4 








subsequently registered or unregistered deed, since priority in 
interest is given by “ priority of time in registering.”’ In the same 
way, under the Yorkshire Act of 1884 an equitable interest may 
gain priority over a legal interest if the equitable interest bo 
conferred by a deed or conveyance which is registered first—it will 
have “ privrity accordivg to the date of registration.” 


The Yorkshire Act of 1884, however, differs both from the old 
Yorkshire Acts and from the Irish Act in containing no enactment 
answering tu section 5 of the Irish Act, under which unregistered 
instruments are made fraudulent and void against registered 
instruments. I[t has been decided in Ireland that section 4 has 
only to do with the priority of registered instruments infer se, 
whilst an unregistered instrument is postponed to a registered 
instrument by virtue of section 5: Re Burke's Estate (1881, 9 
L. R. Jr, 24). On the construction of an enactment relating to 
priorities between registered and unregistered instruments as well 
as registered instruments infer se, in which nothing is said 
expressly as to unregistered instruments being postponed to 
registered instruments, the Irish Act and decisions on it are plainly 
useless. There are, however, several Colonial Acts which have 
the same feature as the present Yorkshire Registry Act, 1884, 
and several decisions of Colonial courts upon the construction of 





enactments that provide for priority in interest being governed by 
priority in date of registration, without making express mention 
of unregistered instruments. 

A typical instance of a Colonial enactment of this kind occurs 
in the New South Wales Act, the Registration of Deeds Act, 
1897, s. 12 of which enacts: “ All instruments (wills excepted) 
affecting any lands in New South Wales which are 
executed or made bond fide and for valuable consideration, and 
are duly registered shall have and take priority, not 
according to their respective dates, but according to the priority 
of the registration thereof only.” In Fuller v. Goodwin (1865, 
4 8. C. R. 66) the question was raised whether (under an earlier 
enactment to precisely the same effect) the Act made an unregis- 
tered deed void as against a registered one, and it was held that 
it was immaterial whether the deeds to be postponed remained 
unregistered or were at any time subsequently registered: 
‘Whether the first transferee, therefore, do afterwards register 
his conveyance or not, the second deed will operate effectually 
against him it would be an absurd construction that, 
because the Legislature has indiscreetly used the word ‘ priority’ 
in the enactment, a different result could be obtained by the first 
taker’s omitting to register at any time.” 

It will be noticed that the clause in section 14 of the York- 
shire Registries Act, 1884, runs: “. . . shall have priority 
according to the date of registration thereof, and not according 
to the date of such assurances”’; whilst the New South Wales 
enactment says: “. . . priority, not according to their 
respective dates, but according to the priority of the registration 
thereof.” The two clauses use identically the same expressions, 
and the meaning of the language is precisely the same. Seeing 


that this Colonial enactment and this decision upon it are only 
one instance out of very many similar enactments and decisions, 





like the language of the corresponding enactments in the Irish 
Act of 1708 (6 Anne c. 2), and many Colonial Acts, to make many 
Irish and Colonial decisions valuable guides. 


it may be asserted with some confidence that this is the 
construction of the English enactment that would prevail in the 
English courts. 


Jan. 11, 1908. q Z 
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The Yorkshire Act of 1884 does not in the first part of section | fidence might be rudely shaken in another place, and he might 


14, as the Irish Act does in section 4, say expressly that priority 
of registration shall govern “ both in law and equity.” It is true 


that in the second part of section 14 of the Yorkshire Act | 


statutory priorities are to have “ full effect in all courts,” and 
“Jegal or equitable interests” are to be “entitled to corre- 
sponding priorities.’’ Should any distinction between the 
Yorkshire and Irish Acts, as to giving priority to equitable 
interests by registration, be taken by reason of the omission 
of the words “both in law and equity” in the first part 
of section 14 of the Yorkshire Act, it may be useful to 
refer tov a case not long ago decided by the High Court of 
Australia: Darbyshire v. Darbyshire (1905, 2 Com. L. R. 787). 
This case came on appeal from the State of Victoria, where the 
Registration Act gives priority according to date of registration, 
as in New South Wales, but, as is also the case in the New South 
Wales Act, without saying “ both in law and equity.” It was con- 
tended that, although the Colonial statute resembled the Irish 
rather than the English (7.e. the Middlesex and old Yorkshire) 
Acts, yet the omission of the words “both in law and equity,” 
which occur in section 4 of the Irish Act of 1708, constituted an 
important difference between the Irish and Colonial Acts. The 
Court, however, held that the omission of these words made no 
difference, and that registered equitable interests were, under the 
Colonial statutes, entitled to the same priority over legal interests 
registered subsequently as under the Irish Act. 


(7 fe continued.) 








The Art of Delivering Judgment. 


We cannot help thinking that the work on The Laws of Eng- 
land by the Earl of Haussury and other lawyers, which claims 
to be a complete statement of the whole law of England, will 
be lacking in completeness if it does not contain a chapter on 
the art of delivering judgment. On that subject the noble and 
learned editor is an expert of the highest authority; his know- 
ledge and experience are unique, and a monograph on the subject 
from his pen would be simply invaluable to generations of 
judges yet unborn. What is wanted is a full exposi- 
tion of the art, a clear statement of the leading principles, and 
some illustrations showing what to aim at and what to avoid. 
There should also be a common form judgment, with variations 
to suit the facts and the idiosyncrasies of judges, and an appro- 
priate exordium and peroration. 

Without such guidance, his Majesty’s judges are apt to 
flounder ; their judgments become discursive and sloppy, and it 
is left to the reporter to try and put them right. We think all 
this might be easily avoided if the learned ex-Lord Chancellor 
would give his brethren on the bench the benefit of his vast 
experience, and place before them succinctly and clearly the most 
approved methods of delivering judgment, We cannot but think 
that this would have a chastening effect upon judicial pronounce- 
ments, and, coming from so high an authority, it would not be 
so liable to be disregarded as if it emanated from the junior bar, 
who, to give them their due, are always ready to give the judges 
the best of advice, if they would only take it. 

One of the most characteristic forms of judgment is the oracu- 
lar judgment, which ignores all difficulties and treats the point 
in dispute as being quite beyond the region of doubt. It gene- 
rally begins somewhat after this fashion: “ Notwithstanding the 
great length to which this case has gone, the numerous cases 
cited, and the elaborate arguments of counsel, it appears to me 
to turn upon a very small point, and I have not been able from 
the first to entertain the smallest doubt upon it. The case lies 
in a nutshell, and is perfectly plain and simple,” etc., etc. Now, 
all this, from one point of view, is eminently satisfactory. If 
the one thing to be avoided in law is uncertainty, then such a 
judgment completely satisfies the first requirement of all judge- 
made law. But it is obvious that a judgment of this sort cannot 
be used at all times and in all places. In the ultimate court of 
appeal it is, if we may say so, just the very thing—effective, 
final, and safe; but it can hardly be regarded as a suitable form 


be forced to admit that there was considerable difficulty in a 
question about which he hed declared himself unable to enter- 
tain the smallest doubt. Generally, however, puisne judges 
adopt the diffident form of judgment, inning: “This is a 
difficult question, which can only be satisfactorily settled by the 
Court of Appeal.” But all puisne judges are not diffident, Some 
we have known who were not only confident, but aggressively so, 
and who did not hesitate to stigmatize the arguments of counsel 
sa nonsensical, monstrous, preposterous, etc. We deprecate the 
use of such expletives, and much prefer the form of judgment 
in common use which runs as follows: “TI have listened with great 
attention and pleasure to the éxtremely able arguments of coun- 
sel, but .” or this: “I entirely agree with Mr. Justice 
, but in deference to the able arguments addressed to us, I 
will add a few observations of my own.” No doubt “able argu- 
ments” in this connection is often a euphemism for “able non- 
sense,” but euphemisms are pleasant and polite, and make the 
forensic wheels run smoothly. We deprecate also the jerky and 
jocular judgment, which is apt to jar on the legal nerves. Humour 
is the salt of life, but we can easily have too much of it in a court 
of justice. Boisterous merriment is entirely out of place, but 
there can be no objection to the quiet humour which gives rise 
to a subdued chuckle. 

In making the above observations we have endeavoured, with, 
we hope, becoming modesty, to throw out some hints to the 
younger members of the judicial bench, and to give them the 
benefit of a somewhat lengthened experience, which dates back 
to the time when we listened with bated breath to the polished 
and profound judgments of Lord Harusrisy, Lord Carans, and 
Lord SzLBorne. We must not, however, be understood as sug- 
gesting that to deliver judgment is a simple matter; and we 
hasten to dissociate ourselves from the gentleman, always to be 
found in court, who never hears a judgment without thinking 
how very much better he could have done it himself. There 
is, of course, all the difference in the world betwéen an ex- 
tempore and a written judgment. The latter is a comparatively 
easy task, and we see no reason why a considered and written 
judgment should not be a marvel of accuracy, conciseness, and 
composition, though we cannot say, from our experience of 
manuscript judgments, that this is always, or even generally, the 
case. But an oral judgment is quite another thing, and to 
deliver, off hand, and on the spur of the moment, a closely 
reasoned decision in the fewest and most fitting words is .an 
accomplishment of great difficulty. It is not surprising, there- 
fore, that extempore judgments are often slipshod and require 
a good deal of careful revision before they are fit to appear in 
print. Indeed it is true of many judgments what was said of 
one in particular by an old reporter, that the judgment expressed, 
not so much what the judge said, as what he ought to have said. 
It is only natural in a verbal judgment to slip into colloquialisms, 
to become discursive, and to make frequent use of expressions 
which, though not very material to the matter in hand, are 
convenient stop-gaps when thought or expression are for the 
moment at fault. We remember a judge who scarcely ever tried 
a question of construction—and they are of almost daily occur- 
rence—without prefacing his decision with the remark: “Now, 
in construing a document it is in the first place necessary to see 
what that document is.” The remark is so obvious and self- 
evident as almost to raise a smile. Nevertheless it is a con- 
yenient common form, and like all similar expressions, serves the 
useful purpose of giving the judge a little breathing time in 
which to collect his thoughts and arrange his ideas. Such ex- 
pressions are also useful for the purpose of avoiding a too abrupt 
plunge im medias res, which might result in nothing more than 
a bare decision instead of a properly reasoned judgment. 

The difficulty of delivering judgment is not lessened by the 
fact that every one feels himself cater 3 qualified to criticize 
it, and that some one will doubtless feel eeply aggrieved by it. 
It is one of those things which seems so easy until it is tried, 
and probably only those know the pinch upon whom the duty 
falls. That it is a formidable undertaking is shewn by the fact 
that the most experienced advocate shews evident signs of ner- 
vousness and trepidation when he essays it for the first time 








for common use by a puisne judge. It is evident that his con- 





on being raised to the bench. It is, moreover, 4 somewhat 
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thankless task. A judgment is in its nature a one-sided and 
more or less condemnatory proceeding, it can only please one 
of the parties, and perhaps it is fortunate if it does that; for 
there are many judgments which please nobody, and of these it 
can only be said that, being equally disappointing, they are 
absolutely impartial. 








Reviews. 


Tar RELATIONSHIP OF LANDLORD AND TENANT. By Enpoar Foa, 
Barrister-at-Law. FourTH EpiTion. Stevens & Haynes. 


We are glad to see a new edition of this work, which has always 
been distinguished by its accuracy and thoroughness of treatment; 
careful consideration of decisions-and their exact effect upon the 
existing law, and occasional suggestive comment. It is refreshing to 
peruse a law book written by a man who is not only familiar with his 
subject, but keenly interested in its exposition. Mr. Foa obviously 
cherishes his landlord and tenant law with somewhat the same 
vigilance as the late Mr. Challis exercised with regard to the 
doctrines of the law of real property, and it is men of this type 
whose works last. 

The book has necessarily swollen, and seems like'y in course of 
time to equal Woodfall in size; the recent Agricultural Holdings 
Act, of course, accounting for a considerable increase of matter. We 
turned to this part of the work with considerable interest in order to 
see whether the author had anything to say on the question which 
must have been put to many solicitors by their Jand-owning clients 
—whether there is any mode, by creating tenancies of land for a 
less period than from year to year, of evading the much-dreaded 
Act of 1906? We find, at p. 729, a reproduction of Lord Justice 
Rigby’s remark in King v. Eversfield (1897, 2 Q. B. 475), that there is 
nothing in the Act of 1883 to the effect that a tenancy cannot be 
within it unless it possesses every incident of an ordinary tenancy 
from year to year; but we have hitherto failed to discover any 
suggestions, which might well have followed that remark, developing 
or explaining it or relating to practicability of the creation of a mode 
of tenancy which will not be w:thin the Agricultural Holdings Acts 

For the rest, the new edition contains excellent expositions of the 
effect of the recent decisions on the covenants to pay assessments, 
&c., and for quiet enjoyment, and everywhere we find evidence of 
careful] addition to and revision of the matter. The Small Holdings 
and Allotments Act, 1907, which was issued too late for incorporation 
in the text, is printed in full at the commencement of the book. 





Books of the Week. 


An Encyclopcedia of Forms and Precedents other than Court Forms. 
By Eminent Conveyancing and Commercial Counsel Under the 
General Editorship of ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A., LL D, one of the 
Conveyancing Counsel of the High Court; assisted by Haron B. 
Bompas, M.A., and Humpnurey H. Kina, B.A., LLB, Barristers-at- 
Law. Vol. XII.: Sa'e of Land. Butterworth & Co. 

The English Reports. Vol. LXXX.: King’s Bench Division IX., 
containing Yelverton, Hobart, Davis (freland), Ley, Calthrop, 
Bulstrode 1 and 2. William Green & Sons ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Reports of the American Bar Association, Vol. XXXII: An 
Essay on Professional Ethics, By Hon. Gzorcz Saarswoop, LL.D. 
Fifth Edition. Reprinted for American Bar Association. Philadelphia : 
T. & J. W. Johnson & Co. 








Correspondence. 


The Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 1907. 
[To the E-litor of the Soliciturs’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—As chairman of a parish council I have received a circular 
issued by our county council dealing with the Small Holdings and 
Allotments Act, 1907, and setting out shortly the powers vested in 
the county council according to their int-rpretation of the Act, 
including a power to let ‘‘ small holdings” to individuals. 

Personally I can find nothivg in the Acts empowering county 
councils to let ‘‘ small holdings” otherwise than to co-operative 
societies or associations, and I shall be much obliged if you will be 
good enough to give me the benefit of your views. 

You will note that section 6 (1) of the Act of 1907 empowers 
county councils to provide ‘‘small holdings” for persons who desire 
to lease, &c. 

The power of letting appears to be conferred by section 7, which 


with the provisions of the Small Holdings Act, 1892, as amended by 
the 1907 Act, and that those provisions shall apply accordingly. 

On referring to the 1892 Act, it appears that the only letting powers 
are conferred by s°ctions 2, 4, and 15. 

Section 2 is repealed by the 1907 Act. 

In section 4, sub-section 2 is also repealed down to the words 
‘‘ Provided that,” which leaves only sub-section 3 (as slightly modified 
by the 1907 Act) conferring letting powers, and those extend only to 
‘“persons working on a co-operative system ’’ (extend2d by section 9 
of the 1907 Act to certain associations). 

Section 15 contains a general power to let land acquired under that 
Act in certain circumstances free from the provisions of that Act, ani 
not as ‘‘small holdings” at all. but this power does not seem to be 
applicable to land that is suitable for, and can be let as, a ‘ small 
holding.” 

Unless I have altogether overlooked som? provision in the Acts, it 
appears to me that a county council letting ‘‘small holdings” to 
separate individuals would be acting ultra vires. 

Dec. 27. C. Ernest SMITH-MARRIOTT. 


[We hope to discuss the matter hereafter, but so far as our iuvesti- 
gation has hitherto gone, our correspondent appears to be right.— 
Ep. 8.J.] 





—_—— 


Practising Certificates, 1997-8, Renewal. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—As is well known, under the Solicitors Act the annual certifi- 
cate expires on the 15th of November, but when the last day of the 
period of grace happens (as it did last year) to bea Sunday, when 
does the period expire ? ; 

It is alleged that the Commissioners of Inland Revenue decided that 
the 14th of December last was the latest available day for the current 
year 1907-8. Is that right’ A t xt-book on the interpretation or 
construction of statutes is not available, but we know the effect of the 
last day falling on a Sunday as provided by the Supreme Court Rules, 
and the twenty-second section of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, provides 
that if the time for registration expires on a Suuday, the registration 
shall be valid if made on the next following day. That, of course, is 


' specific. It is no defence to an action on a solicitors bill that the 


work was done on a Sunday: Anderson v. May (2 B. & P. 237), Lee v. 

Jones (2 Camp. 496) What about Sunday, the 15th of December, and 

the Registrar's Office and Somerset House not being available ? 
Would it not be that the certificate, if applied for—and issued by 

the registrar—on the 16th of December, should be dated the 15th of 

November, and that the last day for paying the duty on this occasion 

would be the 16th ultimo? Q. 
Jan, 2. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


THE NELSON LINE (LIVERPOOL) (LIM.) AND JAMES NELSON & 
SONS (LIM). 20th Nov. 


Surp—Conrract or Carriace —Liasitity or SarrowneRrs —EXxcePrions — 
Unseawortuiness oR Unrirness or Sxrp—Damace Uarasie or Beino 
Coverep ok Waicn Hap Been Part Par For sy Insvrance—Con- 
STRUCTION OF CHARTER-PARTY. 


Frozen meat was shipped by the plaintiffs on the defendants’ steamer under an 
agreement containing exceptions exempting the defendants from liability fur unsea- 
worthiness or unfitness of the ship “‘ provided all reasonable means have been taken 
to provide against unseaworthiness”’ ; ‘‘ the owners not being liable for any damage 
or detriment to the goods which is capab'e of being covered by insurance or which 
has been wholly or in part paid for by insurance.” The refrigerating apparatus 
was defective, and the ship was not fit to carry the cargo, which was seriously 
damaged. The plaintiffs were partially covered by insurance, and had been paid 
the insured proportion of the loss. 

Held (affirming the judgment of the Court of Appeal), that as the d-fendants 
had fuiled to take reasmable means to provide against the unfitness of the ship, the 
fact that the damage had been in part paid fur by insurance did not ex»mpt them 
from liability for damages arising from the neglect of their implied obligation to 
supply a fit ship. 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal affirming a judgment of 
Bray, J. The action was brought by the respondents as charterers and 
shippers of a cargo of frozen meat on the appellants’ steamship 
Highland Chief at their factories at Las Palmas in the months of March 
and April, 1905, for carriage to London. The respondents claimed 
damages against the appellants, as owners of that vessel, for damage 
to the cargo caused by unseaworthiness, and by the bursting of a brine- 
pipe in one of the holds of the veesel. At the trial the jury found that the 
Highland Chief was at the commencement of the voyage unfit to carry the 
cargo safely to its destination, that reasonable means were not taken to pre- 
vent unfitness, that this was caused by the neglect of the def-ndants or their 











servants, and that no damage was done during the period of loading or 


provides that ‘‘ small holdings” may be let under and in accordance ( before the commencement of the voyage, and they assessed the damages at 
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£23,900. Judgment was not entered upon these findings until points of 
law arising upon the contract were argued. Bray, J., after argument, 
entered judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendants, who did not 
challenge the facts found by the jury, claimed immunity under 
the contract of carriage. Clause 10 of the contract was in the following 
terms: ‘‘ The owners are not to be liable for any loss damage prejudice or 
delay wherever or whenever occurring caused by the act of God the King’s 
enemies pirates robbers thieves whether on board or not by land or sea 
and whether in the employ of the owners or not barratry of master or 
mariners adverse claims restraint of princes rulers and ple strikes or 
lock-outs or labour disturbances or hindrances whether afloat or ashore or 
from any any of the following perils viz. insufficiency of wrappers rust 
vermin breakage evaporation decay sweating explosion heat fire Gelnee or 
after loading in the ship or after discharge and at any time or place what- 
ever bursting of boilers nor for unseaworthiness or unfitness at any time of 
loading or of commencing or of resuming the voyage or otherwise and 
whether arising from breakage of shafts or any latent defect in hull boilers 
machinery equipment or appurtenances refrigerating or electric engines or 
machinery or in the chambers or any part thereof or their insulation or 
any of their ———— or from the consequences of any damage or 
injury thereto however such damage or injury be caused provided all reason- 
able means have been taken to provide against unseaworthiness collision 
stranding jettison or other perils of the sea rivers or navigation of whatever 
nature or kind and howsoever such collision stranding or other perils may 
be caused and the owners not being liable for any damage or detriment to 
the goods which is capable of being covered by insurance or which has 
been wholly or in part paid for by insurance nor for any claim of which 
written notice has not been given to the owners within forty-eight hours 
after date of final discharge of the steamer. The above mentioned excep- 
tions shall apply whether the same be directly or indirectly caused or shall 
arise by reason of any act neglect or default of the stevedores master 
mariners pilots engineers refrigerating engineers tug boats or their crews 
or other persons of whatsoever description or employment and whether 
employed ashore on board or otherwise for whose acts or defaults the 
owners would in anywise in connection with the execution of this charter 
otherwise be responsible. . . .’’ Olause 18 contained the words: ‘‘ The 
protection given by this article to the owners is intended to be in addition 
to that given by Article 10, but is subject to the proviso as to taking means 
to prevent unseaworthiness therein contained.’? The Court of Appeal 
having dismissed the appeal, the defendant company carried the matter to 
their lordships’ House. 


Lord Loresurn, O., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed, said 
the sole question was whether or not the defendants were freed from 
liability by certain words in the agreement. They relied on this clause: 
‘The owners not being liable for any damage or detriment to the goods 
which is capable of being covered by insurance, or which has been wholly 
or in part paid for by insurance.’’ Those words considered by themselves 
seemed to excuse the shipowners not merely from this claim but from 
every i inable liability, except such as by law could not be under- 
written. But the whole agreement must be regarded, and especially the 
context of the clause in which this alleged exception occurred. If he had 
been obliged to affix a definite meaning to the disputed no ee he 
should have preferred the plaintiff's construction. But he knew of only 
one suatonl of construction—except where the words had acquired a 
special conventional meaning —which was, ‘‘ What did the words mean on 
a fair meaning having regard to the whole document?” He feared it was 
useless to draw the attention of commercial men to the risks they ran by 
using confused and perplexed language in their business documents. The 
court had no duty but to construe them when a question arose. Viewed 
in this light he accepted the construction placed on the words in question 
by the Court of Appeal, and he moved that the appeal should be dismissed. 

The Earl of Hatsnury and Lords Macnacnren and Arxinson con- 
curred, and the appeal was accordingly dismissed with costs.—CounszL, 
J. A. Hamilton, K.C., and Baithache; Isaacs, K.C., Scrutton, K.0., and 
Atkin, K.O. Soxicrrors, Rawle, Johnstone, $ Co., for Hill, Dickinson, $ Co., 
Liverpool ; Parker, Garrett, Holman, § Howden. 


[Reported by Ensxixe Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
REX v. CARSON ROBERTS. No. 2. 20th Dec. 


Locan Government — Lonpon — Merroromrran Borove — AvpiT or 
Accounts—AvpiToR—Powers — Surcnarce— OzrT1oraARI To Quasn— 
Error or Fact—Arprzat—Jvnispiction—LocaL Government Act, 1899 
(62 & 63 Vicr. c. 14), s. 14—Pustic Heatrn Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr, 
c. $5)" 8. 247—Poor Law Amenpmenr Acr, 1844 (7 & 8 Vicr. c. 101), 
8. 35), 

The Court has jurisdiction to review the decision of an auditor of the Local 
Government Board both in matters of fact and of law. 

Per Oozens-Hardy, M.R.— Under section 247 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
an auditor has power to decide that a member of a local authority has been guilty 
of negligence or misconduct, and to assess the amount of loss caused thereby, but he 
has no power to administer an oath or to subpoena witnesses. 

Per Fletcher Moulton, L.J.—An auditor's duties are confined strictly to 
auditing, and he has no power to inquire either into the conduct of servants of 
4 corporation or inte the responsibility of members of a corporation for an act of 
negligence on the part of the corporation. 

Per Farwell, L.J.—An auditor is authorized and required by the statute to 
act to some extent in a judicial eapacity, and his jurisdiction extends to checking 
and challenging all items of administration as contra-distinguished from policy. 





This was an appeal by Mr. A. Carson Roberts, a district auditor of the 
Local Government eons 5 Gomes 3S 5 ee oe 
Alverstone, O.J., and Darling and Phillimore, JJ.). The Divisional Court 
had made absolute four rules nisi for writs of certiorari to quash certain 
re made by the appellant on members of the Finance Committee, 
the Highways Committee of the Westminster City Council, and also “én 
the engineer, in respect of cheques — by them in payment for shingle 
and for tenders which were not the lowest sent in. ‘The finance com- 
mittee had dealt with the matter of the shingle, and, though no charge of 
negligence was made against the finance committee, it was said that 
calculation shewed that short weight must have been delivered, that 
the weight of the sh as delivered by the contractors had not been 
er checked, the loads being merely counted, and that payment 
or what had not been delivered was illegal. The highways committee 
were charged with negligence in gem | lower tenders and acce; 
higher in the case of forage and boots, and so on. The persons who 
been surc’ denied that there had been any negligence, and they said 
that they had accepted the tenders which were most advantageous to the 
council, It was stated that no hardship would result to the members who 
had signed the cheques, as the Local Government Board would remit the 
amount of the surcharges. The amount of the surcharges in the case of 
the tenders was the amount which the auditor estimated as the loss to the 
ratepayers. He had asked for an explanation, and was told that the 
te were the most advantageous to the ratepayers, but no details 
were given. The surc had been made under section 247 of the 
Public Health Act, 1875. It was objected, in shewing cause against the 
rules, that certiorari ought not to issue, as there was a remedy given 
by section 247 of appeal to the Local Government Board, and that if 
there was evidence of loss the decision of the auditor could not be 
questioned, it not being for this court to deal with the weight of 
evidence: Reg. v. Bolton (1 Q. B. 66), Re Baker (2 H. & N., p. 
219), Reg. v. Knott (15 L. T. 291), Colonial Bank of Australasia v. Willan 
(L. R. 5 P. ©. 417). On behalf of the auditor it was said that the case of 
Reg. v. Haslehurst (51 J. P. 645) did not conflict with these decisions. In 
support of the rules, it was contended that the court could overrule the 
auditor if he was wrong, even though there was evidence in support of his 
decision, and that, in any case, the auditor had made a mistake in his 
calculation that there was short delivery of shingle, and that the highwa: 
committee had acted bond fide in the exercise of their discretion in ti 
acceptance of the tenders. The Divisional Court were of opinion that the 
court had a right to review the auditor’s decision, not only when erroneous 
in point of law, but also when erroneous in point of fact. That being so, 
the question had to be considered on its mreits. There was no evidence 
that the finance committee when they paid upon the voucher properly 
sent to them had made an illegal payment. The surcharges made 
against the members of the highways committee rested entirely upon the 
fact that the committee had not accepted the lowest tenders. There 
might be the acceptance of a higher tender under circumstances that 
would give rise to suspicion of corruption or want of good faith; but for 
an auditor to have assumed the responsibility of sa; that the tenders in 
this case ought not to have been accepted and others ought to have been 
accepted because, on a hypothetical calculation, the council would have 
sme so much, would be epee 3 the door to a most dangerous practice. 
The auditor was not entitled to treat the statement of the committee that 
they accepted a particular tender believing it to be the best they could do 
as of no account, nor, with nothing else before him than the fact that the 
lowest tender was not accepted, to treat that as evidence of misconduct or 
negligence. With regard to the engineer, there was no evidence against 
him of misconduct or neg! ce in the question of deliveries, nor was 
there any such evidence against him in reference to the tenders. The 
whole of the rules were, therefore, made absolute. The auditor appealed 
from this decision so far as it related to the surcharges against the 
engineer and the highways committee. 


Tne Covrt (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fiercuer Moviron and Farwett, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Cozzns-Harpy, M.R.—This is an appeal by the auditor duly appointed 
to audit the accounts of the council of the City of Westminster nst an 
order of the Divisional Court directing that a writ of certiorari should issue, 
and ord that certain disallowances and surcharges made by the 
auditor should be quashed. The first question which arises is as to the 
extent of the j on of the court on an application of this nature. 
In the Divisional Court evidence was given on both sides, and the merits 
were investigated. In my opinion this was correct. Jurisdiction is con- 
ferred upon the court by section 247, sub-section 8, of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, which refers to section 35 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 
1844. The words in that section are: ‘‘ If it appears to such court that 
the decision of the said auditor was erroneous.”” Now, apart from authority, 
I see no reason for limiting these words to error in point of law as dis- 
tinguished from error in fact. There is, however, authority that the words 
ought not to be so limited. In Reg. v. Hazlehurst (51 J P. 645) Mathew 
ont Cave, JJ., expressly so decided, and the same view was —— 
taken in the Court of Appeal in Ireland in Rex v. O’Ferrell (1903, 
2 Ir. 141). In my opinion the Divisional Court properly considered the 
merits, and this point made by the appellant fails. next question is as 
to the nature on extent of the power and duties of the auditor. This 
depends mainly u section 247 of the Public Health Act, 1875, sub- 
section 7. Now it is plain that under the first limb of that sub-section the 
auditor is bound to low every item of account contrary to law, and 
that he may “‘surcharge the person who authorizes the making of the 
illegal payment,’’ although he has not himself made it. eS ae 
such a person would not be a person wanes = an account beg gre 
audit, and therefore liable to be surcharged in such account. But I think 
“ surcharge” is used in a less technical sense and is equivalent to “charge,” 
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and this enables me to reach the conclusion that the words ‘‘ any person 
accounting ’’ in the second limb of the section are wide enough to include 
any member of the local authority whose accounts are before the auditor. 
Section 250, which relates to accounts of officers or assistants of any local 
authority who are required to receive moneys or goods on behalf of the 
authority, supports this view. Now, the power and the duty of the auditor 
must be recognized as of the utmost importance for the protection of the rate- 
payers, and I am not prepared to place a narrow construction upon this sub- 
section. The statute has enabled an auditor—who, in my opinion, has no 
power to administer an oath or to subpcena witnesses, and who is nota judicial 
officer in the ordinary sense--to decide that a member of a local authority 
has been guilty of negligence or misconduct and to assess the amount of 
loss incurred thereby. The member whose conduct is thus attacked has, 
so far as I can ascertain, no power to require the attendance of persons 
whose statements, though not given under oath, might relieve him from 
the imputation. Happily, this extraordinary jurisdiction conferred upon 
the auditor is subject to review in the King’s Bench Division, where the 
merits will be dealt with upon legal evidence. From some passages in the 
judgments in the court below it would seem that the functions of the 
auditor are limited to ‘‘ probing,” and that subsequent and inde- 
pendent proceedings must be taken by the Attorney-General on the 
relation of a ratepayer to recover the amount lost by negligence 
or misconduct. I cannot accept this view. 1 think the auditor can find 
negligence or misconduct and assess damages which can be recovered 
by summary proceedings before a magistrate. I have said that 
in my opinion the auditor has no power to administer an oath. This 
was certainly true under the Act of 1844, the language in section 32 
with reference to negligence or misconduct being the same as in 
section 247 of the Public Health Act, 1875. It has, however, been urged 
upon us that by section 16 of 14 & 15 Vict. c. 99 the law has been altered. 

at section is as follows: ‘' Every court, judge, justice, officer, com- 
missioner, arbitrator, or other person now or hereafter having by law or by 
consent of parties authority to hear, receive, and examine evidence is 
hereby empowered to administer an oath to all such witnesses as are 
legally called before them respectively.’’ In my opinion this section does 
not apply to the auditor or extend his powers. He had not before that 
Act, and he has not now, authority to ‘‘ hear, receive, and examine 
evidence.’’ But whether this evidence is correct or not, my judg- 
ment in the present case would be the same. I may add that no 
evidence was taken by the auditor in the present case, and I am 
not aware that any auditor acting under the powers of the Acts 
to which I have referred has ever assumed the right to administer an 
oath. It remains to deal with the particular cases before us. The respon- 
dents are Mr. Ventris, the city engineer, and the members of the highways 
committee. It is right to state emphatically that no fraud or corruption 
is even suggested, and that nothing beyond ‘‘negligence”’ is alleged 
against any of the respondents. The case against the members of the 
highways committee is this. It was their duty to consider and report 
upon tenders, Tenders were invited with an express term that the lowest 
tender need not be accepted. The committee in some few instances 
reported in favour of a tender considerably higher than the lowest. Their 
report was submitted to the council, by whom their recommendations were 
adopted. Loss has been occasioned, as is shewn by the result in subse- 
quent years. The auditor asked the committee why they had recom- 
mended the acceptance of these tenders. The committee declined to give 
their reasons, and the auditor thereupon surcharged them with the amount 
by which he held the corporation had been the loser by reason of the non- 
acceptance of the lowest tenders. In my opinion there is no justification 
for this charge. The members of the committee were admittedly honest 
in their recommendation, and to find them guilty of negligence because 
they declined to explain their reasons is equivalent to saying that in this 
peculiar jurisdiction guilt is to be presumed until innocence is proved. In 
my opinion there is no evidence to justify the finding of negligence. The 
case sgainst Mr. Ventris is still weaker. He was charged with negligence 
in not adequately checking the deliveries of granite, with the result that 
the finance committee paid too much to the contractor. The auditor 
assumed, upon an inadequate and irrelevant test, that there had been 
short deliveries. I am not satisfied that there were any short deliveries ; 
but however that may be, I am clear that there is no evidence of negli- 
gence on the part of Mr. Ventris in reference to it. The other charge 
against Mr Ventris relates to the preparation of the forms of tenders and 
the information furnished to the bighways committee. Here again he 
seems to me to have done his duty, and not to be open to the charge of 
negligence. J agree with the Divisional Court on the merits, and I think 
the appeal must be dismissed. 

Fiercuer Moviron, L.J., also delivered judgment dismissing the 
appeal. His lordship was of opinion that the powers and duties of an 
auditor were strictly confined to auditing. He had no jurisdiction to pass 
judgment on the diligence or wisdom of an employé of the council, 
which were matters for the council alone to decide. Nor had an auditor 
power to hold an inquiry as to which of the individual corporators were 
to be visited with the consequences of what he deemed an act of negligence 
on the part of the corporation. His lordship thought that the auditor had 
exceeded his jurisdiction. 

Farwett, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that in his view the 
auditor was authorized and required by the statute to act to some extent 
in a judicial capacity, and, for the purposes of section 247, to inquire into 
the conduct of accounting parties, and to hear and determine cases of 
illegality, negligence, and misconduct in relation to the accounts; and 
that for this purpose he had power to require the accounting parties to 

ive lanations and when necessary evidence. In his lordship’s opinion 
the Urlediction of the auditor extended to checking and challenging all 
items of administration as contra-distinguished from policy.—Counszx, Lord 





Robert Cecil, K.C., Danekwerts, K.0., and J. W. Weigall ; Sir Robert Finlay, 
K.C., and Walter Ryde. Soxicrrors, Last § Sons; Allen § Sons. 


[Reported by J, I. Sria.ixa, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re J. H. COULDEN (DECEASED). COULDEN v. COULDEN. Parker, J, 
5th and 19th Dec. 


Witt—Consrruction—Guirt to “Taen Survivine CHItpren ann Trem 
Respective Issuz’’—Worps or Limrratron—OLass—ALTERNATIVE AND 
OricinaL Girt. 


A testator gave his residuaryreal and personal estate to his executors upon certain 
trusts, and then on the death of either of his executors he directed the survivor “‘ t 
sell the whole of my real and personal estate, and cause the same to be equally 
divided amongst my then surviving children and their respective issue.”’ 

Held, that the estate was divisible wnto as many shares as there were children 
who survived the period of distribution or predeceased that period leaving issue who 
so survived, and that such surviving issue in each ease took the share which the 
child so dying would have taken had he or she survived the period of distribution. 


Adjourned summons. John Harrison Coulden, by his will dated the 
9th of June, 1883, after various specific bequests, devised and bequeathed 
the residue of his estate, both real and personal, unto his executors upon 
trust to collect the rent and dividends, and to divide the net income into 
seven equal parts, and to pay one-seventh part to each of his seven children 
(or in some cases their families), and the testator then declared that ‘“‘ on 
the death of either of my said executors I direct the survivor to sell the 
whole of my real and personal estate and cause the same to be equally 
divided amongst my then surviving children and their respective issue.” 
And the testator appointed his sons John Coulden and George Ooulden 
executors and trustees of his will. The testator died in February, 1884, 
and the income of the residuary estate was paid to the seven children (or 
their families) down to the date of the death of John Coulden, who died 
on the 17th of February, 1907. A beneficiary under the will thereupon 
took out a summons to obtain the decision of the court as to the mode of 
distribution of the estate. 

Parker, J., in giving a considered judgment, after stating the facts, 
continued : It is, I think, reasonably clear that ‘‘then surviving’’ means 
surviving at the period of distribution. The first point, therefore, which 
arises for decision is whether the words ‘‘ and their respective issue ’’ are 
words of limitation. In gifts of real estate the word ‘‘ issue ’’ in a gift to 
A. and his issue, according to the decisions primd facie, is a word of 
limitation, creating an estate tail. ‘The reason is that an estate tail in the 
ancestor is the only way of providing for all the issue of the ancestor, and 
the courts have assumed that in a devise to one and his issue the whole 
line of issue is included. There is no similar reason for holding that issue 
is primé facie a word of limitation in gifts of personal property. On the 
contrary, to hold issue in such a case to be a word of limitation would by 
conferring an absolute interest on the ancestor deprive the issue of all 
benefit under the will. I do not think, therefore, that there is any rule of 
construction compelling me to hold that in gifts of personalty issue is primd 
facie & word of limitation. That the word issue may in gifts of personal 
property be a word of limitation no one doubts, but, in my opinion, whether 
it be so or not is purely a question of construction on each particular instru- 
ment, the court which has to interpret such instrument being unfettered 
by any general rule. Indeed, by a gift of personalty to A. and his issue, 
it seems to me more likely that a testator means the issue to take jointly 
with or by substitution for A., than that A. should take to the exclusion of 
his issue, and where there are words of limitation such as a gift to divide 
between A. and his issue, it is, in my opinion, almost conclusive that the 
word issue cannot be used as a word of limitation. In the present case I 
have come to the conclusion that on the true construction of the will the 
word issue is not used as a word of limitation, but that the issue referred 
to are members of the class between whom the division is to be made at 
the period of distribution. The next question is, Who are the issue 
referred to? I have come to the conclusion that the testator did not con- 
template that any member of the class in whose favour the estate is given 
could take unless he or she survived the period of distribution. In other 
words, I read the words ‘then surviving’? as qualifying not only the 
children but their respective issue, so that no issue predeceasing the period 
of distribution are within the class. This being so, I think the gift may 
be read a gift to ‘‘ my children and their respective issue surviving at the 
period of distribution,’’ and that the issue then survivieg of a child who 
predeceases that period are within the gift. A similar construction wus 
placed on somewhat analogous words in Re Fox's Will (35 B. 163). Lastly, 
do the children and issue of children surviving at the period of distribution 
take per capita, the issue competing with their parent? Oan I read the 
words ‘‘ and their respective issue’’ as an alternative gift to the issue only 
of children who predecease the period of distribution? If the words can be 
read as an alternative gift, such gift will be an original and not & 
substitutional gift, for no child can take unless he or she survives the 
period of distribution. ‘here would appear to be no great difficulty in 
reading such words as “ and their issue” or ‘‘ and their respective issue” 
as an alternative and substitutional gift. This was done in Re Sanhope's 
Trusts (27 B. 201), Pearson v. Stephen (2 D. & Cl. 328), Gibbs v. Tait 
(8 Sim. 132), Dick v. Lacy (8 B. 214), and possibly in Butter v. Ommaney (4 
Russ. 70), such a distribution being in some of these cases assisted by 
indications that the testator intended the issue to take by sg 
distribution. I can find no case in which similar words have been 
construed as an alternative and original gift. But after the best con- 
sideration I can give the matter, I do not think that there is more 
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difficulty in construing the words in question as an alternative and 
inal gift than there would be in construing them as an alternative and 
substitutional gift when such a construction is possible. And in the 
resent case the use of the word “‘ respective ’’ ap to me to point to a 
stirpital distribution : see the remarks of Page Wood, V.C., in Hodgson's 
Trusts (1 K. & J. 178, at p. 181), and of Byrne, J., in Re Coley, Gibson v. 
Gibson (1901, 1 Ch. 40, at p. 43), and the case of Davis v. Barratt (4 
De G. F. & J. 327). Where all is so obscure it is impossible to decide 
with any confidence; but I think that I shall be giving effect to the 
intentions of the testator as disclosed by his will by holding, and I 
accordingly hold, that the gift to the issue is alternative though original, 
and that the issue of children living at the period of distribution do not 
take concurrently with such children. The result is that the estate is, in 
my opinion, divisible into as many shares as there were children who 
survived the period of distribution or predeceased that period leaving issue 
who so survived, and that such surviving issue in each case take the share 
which the child so dying would have taken had he or she survived the 
riod of distribution.—CounseL, Andrewes- Uthwatt ; Mark L. Romer, 
C., and M. Beebee ; Buckmaster, K.C., and Earle ; George Jones (with him 
H. Dobb). Soxscrrors, Jennens & Jennens ; Francis § Calley ; Hogan § Hughes. 
[Reported by Lzoxanp T. Forp, Barrister-at- Law. ) 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
LUCAS AND THE CHESTERFIELD GAS AND WATER BOARD. 
Bray, J. 6th and 20th Dec. 


Lanp Cravses Act—Compvisory Acquisition or Lanp—NatvraL AND 
PecvutiaR ADAPTABILITY FOR ConsTRUCTION or REesERvorR—CONSENT OF 
Water Boarp Necessary ror Svcu COonsrruction — Exrement or 
ADAPTABILITY IN AssessiInc VALUER. 


In estimating the value of lands under the Lands Clauses Acts, 1845. an umpire 
took into consideration their natural and peculiar adaptabilsty for the construction 
of a reservoir, although such a reservoir could not be constructed without the consent 
of the water board that was in fact taking the lands, as such a construction would 
interfere with a line of their pipes. 

Held, that, as a matter of law, the umpire was not bound to exclude from his 
consideration this special value of the land. For the owner of the lands ought not 
to be deprived of their value merely because Parliamentary powers would have to be 
obtained for the construction of such a reservoir, and also the board themselves 
might have become purchasers. 


Award in the form of a special case stated yy an umpire in an arbitra- 
tion to fix the amount of compensation under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, 
to be paid to one Lucas for land proposed to be taken by the Chesterfield 
Gas and Water Board. The site in question had liar advantages for 
a reservoir site in conjunction with the land on the opposite side of the 
valley belonging to the Duke of Devonshire, both on account of the 
general configuration of the land and the class of the underlying stratifi- 
cation. The construction of a reservoir by Lucas and the duke would be 
interfered with by a pipe line constructed in pursuance of provisions 
contained in a certain indenture of the 9th of March, 1875, and such a 
reservoir could not be constructed without the consent of the Chesterfield 
Gas and Water Board. Lucas could not, except at prohibitive expense, 
construct a reservoir upon his own land. There was competition for the 
supply of water within this district. On these findings of fact the umpire 
was of opinion that the special natural advantages of the site asa site for 
@ reservoir was a fit and proper matter for consideration as an element in 
assessing the value of the lands to be taken, and he awarded £1,615 as the 
amount of the purchase-money and compensation for the fee simple of the 
lands and for the damage, if any, to be sustained by the owner of the 
land by reason of the severing of the lands taken from the other lands of 
such owner or otherwise injuriously affecting such lands by the exercise of 
the powers of the Chesterfield Gas and Water Board Act, 1904, or any Act 
incorporated therewith. The question submitted for the opinion of the 
court was as to whether in estimating the value of these lands the natural 
and peculiar adaptability of the lands for the construction of a reservoir 
was or was not a fit and proper matter for consideration by the umpire as 
an element in the value thereof in the assessment of compensation, having 
regard to the fact that such a reservoir could not be constructed without 
the concurrence of the board. If this adaptability of the lands ought not 
to be considered in the assessment of compensation the award was to be 
reduced by £779. It appeared that the umpire assumed that the district 
council could acquire the works of the board under clause 40 of the 
Chesterfield Gas and Water Board Act, 1895. The parties agreed that 
the umpire was wrong upon this matter, and also that no point could be 
made on the ground that the Duke of Devonshire’s concurrence would be 
necessary. Cur. adv, vult. 
lec. 20 —Bray, J.—The question that I have to consider is whether the 
umpire was precluded from considering what I may call the special value 
of Mr. Lucas’s land as an element in its value by reason of the fact that 
the reservoir could not be constructed without the concurrence of the 
board, which is the same thing as saying that it could not be constructed 
except by some body which had obtained Parliamentary powers to acquire 
compulsorily the lands of the board lying within the area of the res-rvoir, 
and to interfere with the line of pipes. Now, it was laid down in Gough 
V. Aspatria, Silloth, and District Jot Water Board (1904, 1 K. B. 417) that 
it was for the promoters to shew that the special value had not a market 
value ; primd facie it would have a market value, but it might be shewn 
that there were no buyers. [The learned judge quoted from the judgment 





of Collins, L.J., in that case.] Now, the board contend that there arte, and 
can be, no buyers, because they can stop all buying of the claimed land for 
reservoir purposes by to sell their . They also contended 
that there was no water to fill the reservoirs. [His lordship then dealt 
with this point.] I come back to the question whether the that me 
buyer for reservoir purposes can be found, except a buyer who has 
obtained Parliamentary ers, prevents the mpeclal value of the land 
being marketable. In my opinion the answer I ought to give to that 
uestion is ‘‘ No.” [His lordship quoted from the judgment of 
tephens, J., in Re Countess Ossalinsky and Manchester Oorporation.| So 
here I think it would be a to deprive Mr. Lucas of the benefit 
of the special ay oy one A is land merely because Parliamen 
powers would have to be obtained, and from a practical point of view it 
would be almost always impossible to construct a reservoir at all without 
parliamentary powers, because even if all the necessary land belonged to 
one owner, the water to fill the reservoir would probably have to be taken, 
as here, from a natural stream or brook, the flow of water in which cannot 
be interfered with without the consent of the riparian proprietors below, 
and without parliamentary powers one riparian owner could practically 
stop the construction or use of the reservoir. It may be true that parlia- 
mentary powers may be difficult to obtain, but that is for the umpire to 
consider, notfor me. There seems to me to be another reason why I should 
answer ‘‘No.” It was argued by Mr. Sutton that the fact that the board 
itself might become possible p who would give a special price for 
the land owing to its special value, it to be ered. I think that 
is so. The fact that they have obtained statutory powers must not be 
taken into consideration, but before any statutory powers have been given 
or even applied for, it may well be that these lands would have a special 
value, owing to the fact that it was likely that, sooner or later, the 
would require another reservoir, and that this would form a most 
convenient site for one. It seems to me that the principles laid down 
in the Ossalinski case (supra) support this view also. On these two 
grounds it seems to me impossible to say as a matter of law that the 
umpire was bound to exclude the special value of the land from his con- 
sideration.—CounseL, B. Sutton ; Balfour Browne, K.C., and W. M. Acworth. 
Soricrrors, Shipton, Chesterfield ; Stevens, Son, § Parkes, for Middleton, 


Chesterfield. 
[Reported by C, G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re C. E, BAKER, A SOLICITOR. Joyee, J. 1st Nov.; 
llth, 13th, and 20th \ 


So.icrror AND OLtent—Lonpon Aczentr—Rerariner sy Country Soxicrror 
—Crerxk to Ursan Drisrricr Oovuncrn — Promise to Pay Lonpon 
Acenr’s Brut sy tHe Disrricr Oovuncr — Estorret — Contract — 
RatTIFICATION. 


In 1903 R., @ solicitor, as clerk to the H. District Council, instructed B. L. §& 
Co. to take certain pr ings in London in pursuance of a resolution of the council. 
The proceedings were ingly taken, and conducted by B. L. § Co., as the 
London agents of R. B. L. § Co.'s bill of costs was taxed and paid on that foot- 
ing. Upon a subsequent arbitration in the same matter B., as the successor of 
B. L. § Co., acted as solicitors upon R.’s instructions without any fresh retainer. 
R. became financially embarrassed. B. sent in his bili direct to the council. They, 
by a letter dated the 30¢h of October, 1906, instructed B. to send in his bill to the 
clerk of the council to be taxed, but after nine months refused to pay the bill, on 
the ground that B.’s claim was against R , to whom the council were liable. 

Held, that the council were not estopped by their letter of the 30th of October, 
1906, nor did this letter amount to a contract, or ratvfication of any contract, to 
pay, and, in the absence of any evidence of retainer by the council of B. as their 
solicitor, they were not liable to have his bill taxed as against themselves. 

In 1903, Mr. Robson, a solicitor, the then clerk to the Hebburn Urban 
District Council, was by resolution of the council instructed to take proceed- 
ings for an equitable adjustment of liabilities and assets upon the dissolu- 
tion, under the Education Act, 1902, of the late Jarrow, Hebburn, and 
Monkton School Board. Robson instructed Baker, Lees, & Co., stating that 
the council had resolved to take proceedings, and requesting Baker, Lees, & 
Co. to advise fully. Proceedings were taken in the Chancery Division 
behalf of the council by Baker, Lees, & Co. The proceed ended 
in 1904 in an order for arbitration, Baker, Lees, & Co.’s costs in 
High Court proceedings were settled as between them or 
the council on the one hand, and as between them 
other hand, upon the footing that Baker, Lees, & 
agents of Robson, and were not a oyed 
arbitration proceedings were conducted at Newcastle 
Co. upon Robson’s instructions and without any fresh retainer 
behalf of the council. Robson became involved in financial difficul 
and Baker, Lees, & Co. then sent in their bill of costs for £311 9s. 1 
direct to the council. The — clerk replied, on the 30th of October. 
that the bill had been submitted to the council and would be paid as 
as it was taxed by the clerk of the peace. Subsequently, the 
objected to the payment, on the ground that Robson claiined tha 
council were liable for the amount to him as their solicitor, and the 
was never in fact taxed by the clerk of the peace. Ultimately Mr. O. 
Baker applied by the pene proceedings upon a summons against 
council for taxation of his bill of costs. 

and complicated. 
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and the particular bill desired to be taxed is a bill relating to an arbitra- 
tion which took place in the month of May, 1906. In the year 1903 the 
Hebburn District Council desired to have the liabilities and assets of the 
late Jarrow, Hebburn, and Monkton School Board equitably adjusted, as 
between, I suppose, two new districts into which the old School Board 
district was divided, or something of that sort, and this involved two 
things to get it done: it involved the appointment of an arbitrator by a 
judge in the Chancery Division, and it also involved a subsequent arbitration 
before the arbitrator, Now Mr. Robson, a solicitor practising at Hebburn, 
was the clerk of the district board, and on the 8th of October, 1903, the corre- 
spondence between him and the present applicant, Mr. Baker, began on the 
subject, and the letter of the 8th of October, 1903, from Mr. Robson, the 
clerk of the board, to Mr, Baker, or rather Mr. Buaker’s then firm, is relied 
upon as a retainer of Mr. Baker’s then firm, not as agents of Mr. Robson, 
the solicitor, but as solicitors properly concerned for the council. Now, 
in my opinion this retainer, as far as it was a retainer, was, and was 
understood to be, a retainer, if it was any retainer at all, of Messrs. 
Baker & Co. as agents of Mr. Robson. This was not, nor was it under- 
stood by anybody to be, any retainer of Mr. Baker's firm by the council as 
solicitors directly employed, and, beyond all question, the application in 
Chancery and all the matters connected with that were done by Mr. 
Baker’s firm as agents; the biil was so drawn by the receiver in the 
nership action, although the actual cheque was paid to the receiver 
y the council, and the proper proportion was returned to Mr. Robson, 
as being the solicitor who had employed Messrs. Baker as agents. There 
is no question whatever about that. In my opinion there was no 
mistake at all in the case. No one has said that there was a mis- 
take except Mr. Norton in argument. It was an ingenious sug- 
gestion that there was a mistake about it, but from the admissions 
made by Mr. Baker before me, it is quite clear to my mind that there was 
no mistake at all, and it certainly was understood on all sides, and 
was certainly understood by Mr. Baker’s firm, that they acted as 
agents and were so paid, and they paid Mr. Robson his proper pro- 
portion. This bill is with reference to the arbitration which ensued 
on the appointment of the arbitrator in the Chancery proceedings, and 
when this bill was made out (I am not imputing any want of good 
faith or irregularity to Mr. Baker), Mr. Robson had got into difficulties, 
and it was very desirable, and much more for the interest of Mr. Baker, 
to consider the urban district council as being his client than to 
have Mr. Robson as his client, but the real case, to my mind, 
turns upon this, that from first to last I cannot find that there was 
any alteration in the relationship between theparties—that is to 
say, the relationship between the urban district council of Hebburn 
and Mr. Baker's firm. There was no actual retainer to Mr. Baker’s firm 
at all. In my opinion there was no alteration, and from first to last Mr. 
Baker’s firm were merely the agents of Mr. Robson, and Mr. Robson was 
the clerk and solicitor of the district council. The only thing that has 
caused any difficulty in my mind is the letter of the 30th of October, 1906. 
There, certainly, the then acting clerk, a layman, Mr. Power, acted as 
clerk to the district council, and by their direction a letter was written 
sxying the bill would be paid so soon as the arrangements could be made 
to have it taxed by the clerk of the peace. Asa matter of fact, it never 
has been taxed by the clerk of the peace, and the clerk of the peace will 
not tax it from circumstances which I will not go into. This letter was 
—, relied upon. I put it to Mr. Norton what he made of this 
etter ; whether it was estoppel or what? It is clearly no new contract to 
y, but it is put to me, and insisted upon, that this was a ratification. I 
Ceetistity ask, ratification of what? Of course if Mr. Robson had instructed 
or retained Mr. Baker's firm to act as solicitors proper for the urban 
district council, and they, knowing that, had written the letter, it might 
perhaps be a ratification, but there is nothing of the kind, it appears to 
me, which it can ratify. I do not understand what it can ratify. Con- 
sidering that this was a public body, and what sort of public body it was, 
I feel clear in my own mind that there was no intention when this letter 
was written, and it certainly was never brought to the attention of the 
board, nor was there any intention on their part of altering the position 
or relationship between them and Mr. Baker’s firm. The result is that I 
cannot attribute to this letter, and do not attribute to it, any such effect or 
consequence as Mr. Norton has contended. I am sure he has said every- 
thing in this case that could be said. I must, therefore, hold that this 
summons failed. [Upon the applicant undertaking not to appeal, the 
summons was refused without costs, |—Counsrt, Norton, K.C., and F. NV 
Keen ; Hughes, K.C., and Tomlin. Soxrscrtors, C. £. Baker ; Sharpe, Parker, 
Pritchards, Barham, § Lawford. 
{Reported by A. 8. Orr#, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re A DEBTOR. C. A. No. 2, 28th Nov.; 2nd Dec. 


Banxrvuptcy—Crepitor’s Ricnt to Issvz Bankruptcy Norice—Br11 or 
Excuancr Taken as Secvriry ror Dest—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 
| & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 4, sun-secrion 1 (4). 


A creditor who has taken a bill from his debtor in security for his debt, cannot 
issue a bankruptcy notice so long as that bill is in the hands of third parties, even 
though it be overdue. 


Appeal from a receiving order made by one of the registrars in 
wenies tcy on the Ist of November. In 1906 the petitioning creditor 
ottainea judgment against the debtor for £120. In November, 1906, the 
cr ditor took a bill from the debtor for the amount of the judgment, 
payable one month after date. The creditor at once endorsed the bill in 


blank and paid it into his bankers, who wrote on the 22nd of November 
that they would hold the bill until it became due, when they would 
collect it; but they could not discount it because it was not a trade bill 
and was not payable at a bank. At that date the creditor had an over. 
draft at his bank which exceeded the amount of the bill, and the bankers 
consequently acquired a general lien on the bill for the amount due to 


them. The bill was not met at maturity. In February, 1907, the 
creditor's overdraft had increased, and the bankers, being dissatisfied 
with the state of the account, wrote to the creditor that they would 
have to enforce all the securities which they held. ‘They also 
threatened the debtor with eo g on the bill, and got £5 
out of him on account, On the 3rd of May, when the creditor stil] 
had an overdraft at the bank, he issued a bankruptcy notice, which 
was served on the debtor on the 8th of May, on which he presented a 
petition, the debtor not having complied with the requirements of the 
notice within eight days from the service thereof. The creditor’s over- 
draft at the bank was not wiped out, and the bill was not handed back to 
him until the 30th of May. A receiving order was made on the creditor's 
petition on the lst of November, from which the debtor appealed. Counsel 
for the appellant contended that on the 3rd of May the creditor was not a 
person entitled to issue a bankruptcy notice, He had not then paid off 
the overdraft at his bank, the bank held the debtor's bill and could sue 
upon it. Consequently if the debtor had paid the debt as required 
by the bankruptcy notice, he could have been made to pay it over 
again by the bank. The creditor could not demand payment from 
the debtor without being in a position to hand him back the bill. A 
bankruptcy notice issued during the currency of a bill is bad, and it is 
equally bad if the bill, though overdue, isin the hands of a third party. 
They cited Ex parte Matthew (12 Q. B. D. 506), Belshaw v. Bush (11 C. B. 191), 
Baker v. Walker (14 M. & W. 465), and Davis v. R illy (1898, 1 Q. B. 1), 
Counsel for the respondent contended that the creditor had not parted 
with the property in the bill, all he had done was to allow the bank to 
establish a lien upon it; he could have got it from the bank and given it 
back to the debtor on being paid his debt. It had never been held that a 
creditor by giving a lien on a security he had taken from the debtor 
thereby debarred himself from issuing a bankruptcy notice. He cited 
Ex parte Dennis, Re Dennis (37 W. R. 263), and Re Palmer, Ex parte Binns 
(1898, 1 Q. B. 419). 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., after stating the facts, continned : The question 
is whether the bankruptcy notice issued by the creditor was a good one 
upon which a petition could be well founded. Ia my opinion it was not. 
On the authorities the effect of taking the bill was to constitute an agree- 
ment not to sue, not merely during the currency of the bill, but so long as 
it was outstanding in the hands of third parties. The cases of Belshaw y, 
Bush, Baker v. Walker, and Davis v. Reilly are conclusive. It cannot 
possibly be right that the creditor should be allowed to issue a bankruptcy 
notice when he has agreed not to exercise his rights so long as the bill 
shall remain in the hands of third parties. 

Frercuer Moviron and Farwett, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed. 
—OounseL, C. A. Russell, K.O0., and &. J. Wi'lis ; D. M. Hogg. Soxtcrrors, 
G. Castle ; Roger Sadd § Stoilard, 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Solicitors as Advocates at Quarter 
Sessions. 


Tue right of a solicitor to plead before a Court of Quarter Sessions arose 
at the Ripon Liberty Quarter Sessions on Saturday, during the hearing of 
a charge of indecent assault against Fred Dalton, aged 16, and Robert 
Cousins, aged 17, both labourers, of Ripon. Mr. Harold Newell appeared 
for the prosecution, and Mr, C. H. Heddon, solicitor, Ripon, stated that he 
was present to defend. 

Mr. Harold Newell, on behalf of the bar, objected to Mr. Heddon’s 
appearance, as it had only been usual for barristers to appear before that 


court. 

Mr. Heddon eaid his authority for appearing was Archbold’s Criminal 
Practice, which was a standard text-book on the subject. It was laid 
down in this book, he said, that prisoners were entitled to make full answer 
by counsel or solicitors who were solicitors practising as counsel, for 
example, at courts of quarter sessions where less than four counsel 
attended. As there were not four members of the bar attending the Ripon 
Quarter Sessions, Mr. Heddon contended that he had the right to be heard. 

Mr. Newell submitted that it was perfectly open to his friend to sit as 
the adviser of the prisoners, but he objected, as representing the bar, to 
his right to be heard before the court. He had never known a case of a 
solicitor appearing before that court as an advocate, and it was not the 
practice at either the Leeds or Bradford Quarter Sessions. 

The court retired to consider the matter. 

The chairman, on their return, said they had decided to allow Mr. 
Heddon to appear on behalf of the prisoners, but a rule was made, and 
would be entered on the minutes, that in future no solicitor would be 
allowed to appear at quarter sessions. 

Mr. Heddon said he understood there had been no such rule up to the 
present.— Yorkshire Post. 








_ The Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence the 
judge of the Railway and C Commission for the ensuing five yerrs, in 





succession to Mr. Justice Bigham. 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Cuartes Reynotns Scorer, of the firm of Burton, Scorers, & White, 
of Lincoln, bas been appointed a Commissioner to Administer Oaths. Mr. 
Scorer won the John Mackrell Prize in June, 1899, and was admitted in 
July, 1899. 

Mr. Grtzert L. Witp, of the firm of Wake & Wild, solicitors, of 3, 
Barbican, London, E.C., has been elected a Member of the Common 
Council of the City of London for the Ward of Aldersgate. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Srerxen Banrneton Bartow, Grorce Epmunp Josern Hitaro Bartow, 
and Henry Hersert Lype, solicitors (Barlow, Barlow, & Lyde), 165, 
Fenchurch-street, London. Dec. 31. 


Witt1am Coprarp Beavmont, Macponatp Beaumont, Wiii1am Hastines 
Beaumont, and Dennis Henry Hernert, solicitors (Beaumont & Son), 23, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and 7, Great Winchester-street, London. Dec. 31. 
So far as regards William Coppard Beaumont, who retires from the firm 
owing to ill-health. The said Macdonald Beaumont, William Hastings 
Beaumont, and Dennis Henry Herbert will continue the business under the 
same style or firm. 


Taomas Witt1aM Datton Govtp and Joun Ricaarp Sarrer Etcock, 
solicitors (Gould & Elcock), Stourbridge and Kidderminster. Dec. 31. 


Freperick Hucues Hatiert, James Turner WeLuipon, and Joun 
Creery, solicitors (Hallett, Creery, Welldon, & Oreery), Ashford and 
Lydd. Jan.1. Such business will be carried on in the future by the said 
James Turner Welldon and John Creery under the old style of Hallett, 
Creery, Welldon, & Creery. 


Hartzry Rayner Hopper and Atsert Epwarp Penrny, solicitors 
i“ ¥N & Penny), 76, Finsbury-pavement, London, and at Harlesden. 
pt. 1. 


Ernest Howarp and Joun Avoustus Aruerron, solicitors (Howard & 
Atherton), 15, Abchurch-lane, London. Jan. 1. 


Taomas Hunt and Artavr Cuaries Sxipmorg, solicitors, Wolver- 
hampton. Dec. 31, 


Grorcr Harry Mitts, Harvey Castieman Curry, and Watter GaskeELL, 
solicitors (Mills, Curry, & Gaskell), 11, Queen Victoria-street, London. 
Dec, 31. So far as concerns the said Harvey Castleman Curry, who retires 
from the said firm. The said George Harry Mills and Walter Gaskell will 
continue to carry on the said business in partnership under the same 
style as heretofore. 


Tuomas Jonw Pxetrs and Frank Watace, solicitors (Phelps & Wallace), 
35, Basinghall-street, London. Dec. 31. The said Frank Wallace 


will continue the said business on his own account. [ Gazette, Jan, 3. 
Srantey Austin and Rozert Baru, solicitors (Austin & Bath), Glaston- 


bury. Dec. 31. The said Robert Bath will continue the said business 
under the present style or firm of Austin & Bath. [ Gazette, Jan. 7. 





Information Required. 


Louisa ExizaneTu Bet, deceased, late of Saxthorpe, Whitington-road, 
Eastbourne, Sussex, Spinster, who died at that address on the 20th day of 
December, 1907,— Any solicitor or other person who has in his possession 
or who can give any information concerning either Instructions for a Will 
or Codicil or a Will, Codicil, or Testamentary Document purporting to be 
executed by the above-named deceased and dated subsequent to the 23rd 
day of October, 1902, is requested to communicate at once with the under- 
signed,-—-C. F. Moberly Bell, 22, Park-crescent, Portland-place, London, W. 





General. 


They tell, says the Central Law Journal, of a neat reply which Judge 
Bole made to Lord Aberdeen when he was showing his lordship the 
mysteries of the court house. ‘‘ What,’’ exclaimed His Excellency, 
‘cushioned seats for the jurymen. Why, British Columbia beats us at 
home. Aren’t you afraid the jurors will fall asleep?” ‘Save in your 
Excellency’s presence they could do worse,” smiled the Judge of New 
Westminster. 


The great Lord Erskine, Lord Chancellor of Great Britain, had, says the 
Evening Standard, used, as had his forebears before him, the traditional 
family motto of ‘‘ Judge Naught.’’ When he became Chancellor this 
seemed somewhat inappropriate, so the new motto was adopted of “‘ Trial 
by Jury.’’ It remains the family motto to-day, and is one of the most 
remarkable recorded in the peerage. [That is certainly the present motto 
of Lord Erskine, probably assumed when the peerage was created in 1806. 


A year ago, says a writer in the Globe, there were more than appeals 
which had stood for hearing over nine months. Now, spar th from the 
a that have stood over for the convenience of the Attorney-General, 
there are few that were entered more than three months ago. 


The puffs preliminary of the Public Trustee have been followed by a puff 
subsequent entitled ‘‘ The Public Trustee’s Opening Day,’ in which fis 
stated that ‘“‘ The Public Trustee came officially into tence yesterday, 
and almost the first transaction carried through by him had reference to an 
important marriage settlement. The trusts in the new official 
during the day ranged in value from £30,000 to £150, which is an indication 
of the widespread interest which has been aroused in the newly-created 
department. Five minutes after the office had been o} Me. Stewart 
received his first caller, and there was a steady stream of visitors through- 
out the day. By every post came letters from all parts of the country, 
asking for full information, and altogether the Public Trustee had a very 
successful advent.”’ 


Unless it is found necessary, says the Daily Telegraph, the temporary 
‘* loose-box ’’ in the hall of the Royal Courts will not be utilized when the 
Hilary term commences, though that unsightly erection will still remain 
—a blot on the appearance of the otherwise noone central hall. The 
two courts to be erected in the judges’ uadrangle will not be of such a 
temporary character as the ‘‘loose-box,’”’ though the framework will be 
made of wood. Though these courts will not be available for use on 
Saturday, when the new term will commence, it is expected that they will 
be finished before many weeks have passed. The primary idea is that the 
shall be used pending the construction of the permanent courts, but it will 
be quite possible to continue their use subsequently, if, as is highly 
probable, that is found to be n In that case there should, within 
a reasonable time, be four additions to the present courts. ‘Lhere will not 
be either judges’ rooms or retiring rooms for juries attached to the 
temporary courts, which will be connected with the main ——— bya 
aes way for the judges on one side and one for the public on 
the other. 


The following are the arrangements made for hearing probate and 
divorce causes during the ensuing Hilary Sittings: The causes set down 
for trial will be taken in Court I., and causes in the day’s liet in that court 
will be transferred and taken in Court II. when Admiralty cases are not 
being heard. Undefended matrimonial causes will be taken in Court 1. 
after motions on Monday, the 13th inst., in Courts I. and II., on Tu > 
the 14th, and Wednesday, the 15th, and in Court I. on Th , the 16th, 
and subsequent days except Saturday, the 18th, unti) the list is finished. 
Causes postponed when in the day’s list will form a supplemental list. 
Probate and defended matrimonial causes for h before the court itself 
will be taken after the undefended list is finished. Common jury cases 
will be taken on and after Tuesday, February 25. 8 jury cases will 
be proceeded with on and after Tuesday, March 10. Divisi Courts will 
be formed to sit on Fe 4, March 3, and April 7. Motions will 
be heard in court at 11 o’clock on Monday, the 13th inst., and on 
each succeeding Monday during the sittings, and summonses before the 
judge will be heard at 10.30 on Saturday, the 11th inst., and on each 
succeeding Saturday during the sittings. Summonses before the 

will be heard at the Probate try, Somerset House, on each Tuesday 
and Friday during the sittings at 11.30. 

Sir Herbert Stephen writes to the Times a letter on ‘“‘The Committa 

of Prisoners for Trial,’’ raising the following contention: ‘‘ The 
recent proceedings for perjury against Mr. Herbert Druce raise the 
question whether a magistrate can lawfully dismiss a summons 
charging a prisoner with an indictable ence (such that the 
case cannot be d of summarily) after he has heard witnesses 
for the defence. Mr. Plowden is clearly of opinion that he can, and 
his opinion is of great value. On the other hand, one of his learned 
brethren—Mr. Mead, if I remember right—aeserted the contrary view 
in your columns some ten years ago, in the course of a controversy about 
the Criminal Evidence Act. The question is of importance, and ought to 
be decided one way or the other.”” [After quoting sub-sections 18 and 25 
of the Indictable Offences Act, 1848, and section 3 of the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, 1887, he says ‘) ** These three sections, to the best of my 
belief, comprise the whole of the law on the subject. It is evident that the 
case of the magistrate holding on the evidence for the prosecution that there 

was a case for trial, but on hearing witnesses for the defence that 

he could no longer trust the evidence for the prosecution, and that there was 

no case for trial, was not contemplated by the ure at all, and no pro- 

vision wy it was made, — draftsmen of these wok —, be Hf ne sams 

regarded the magistrate, in respect of persons charged wit ctable offences 

as a ministerial officer, whose judicial functions went as far as deciding either- 
that the evidence for the prosecution was of sufficient weight to put the 

prisoner on his trial, or that it was not, but no further. They do not seem 

to have anticipated that the magistrate would so far assume the functions 

of the jury as to hear evidence on both sides, and decide that the evidence on 

one side was stronger than that ontheother. It may, for all I know, be the 
practice of many magistrates to take this function upon themselves, and to 
dismiss charges after hearing evidence for the defence, and it is obviously 

convenient that in many cases—of which the prosecution of Mr. Druce is a 
striking example—they should do so; but it would be a great deal more 

convenient for those who take the view of their powers which I have here 

set out if they were definitely empowered by the law to to act in that 
manner. As far I can discover, the law does not at present give them that 

power. They can hear witnesses for the defence only ‘‘ before’’ they 

‘shall commit’ the accused person for trial, and it seems to me that 

after do so they are bound to commit him for trial.” [Sir H. B. 

Poland and Mr. Mead have written disavowing the view expressed by 





The motto of the other Erskine—the Earl of Mar and Kellie—“‘ Je pense 
plus,” might have been more appropriate. } 





Sir H. Stephen J 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora oy Reaistrars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 











Emencency APPRAL or Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2 Joycr. Swinrew Eapy. 
Mr. Syn; Mr, Leach Mr. Tindal King Mr. Bloxam 
Goldschmidt Greswell Church Synge 
Church Leach _—. King eed 
Tindal King Greswell 8 
Theed Leach Tindal King 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Wannmerox. Nzevitie Pankes. Eve, 
Tuesday, Jan. . 7 Mr, Borrer Mr, Farmer Mr, Goldschmidt Mr.Church 
Wedneslay ...... 8  Bloxam Beal Theed Leach 
T eee © Borrer Farmer Goldschmidt § Greswell 
I étiiae 0 Bloxam Beal Theed Farmer 
8 1 Borrer Farmer Goldschmidt Synge 





HILARY SITTINGS, 1908. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appgat Cover I. 


King’s Bench Division (Final List will be 
ees with on and after Monday, the 
3th of January. 


Other Business to be taken in this Court 
will, from time to time, be announced in 
the Daily Cause List, 


Apreat Courr II. 


Division (Final List) wil! be. pro- 
with on and after Monday, the 
pret of January. 


Other Business to be taken in this Court 
will, from ro be announced in 


the Daily Ca 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Lonp CHAnce.tor’s Covar. 

Mr. Justice JOYCE. 


Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List Actions with Wit- 
nesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 


Cuaanogry Covrr I. 
Ma. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Beas when other Business is advertised 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Genven Race will take Actions with 
Witnesses daily throughout the Sittings. 


Cuayoczry Court IV. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 


when other Business is advertised 

in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 

Parxer will take Actions with Wit- 
nesses daily throughout the Sittings. 


Cuaycery Cover II. 
Ma. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Sat., Jan. 11 . Motions 
Monday......13 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday......14 hey yee Acts and non- 
Wedneeday = + Non-wit list 


ee ~ 
Friday . “i +» Mots and non-wit list 


Sh — 
Saturday ery) ry caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday......20 . Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday wey Acts and non- 


Friday ...... set hd Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 25 f arg caus, pets, and non-wit 


Monday......27.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday . - 20 | Companion Acts and non- 


Tet” 5} Non-wit list 


Friday ..... 81 . Mots and non-wit list 
Sat., Feb... 1 wif mt caus, pets,and non-wit 


Monday...... ». 8. Sitting i in chambers 
Com: les Acts - 
— - Py: ae and non 
Tooele bf Non-wit list 
Fades” seers 7...Mots and non-wit list 
% g{ Sht caus, pets, and non- 


Sitting in chamters 


Saturday 
Monday ., . 10 


Tarsday ...11 Soe Acts and non- 


| Wednesday 12 } Non-wit list 


Thursday 

Friday ......14...Mots and non-wit list _ 

Saturday ...15 } ag caus, pets, and non-wit 
t 


| Monday......17. Sitting in chambers 


18} Co — Acts and non- 


Tuesday ) wit 
Wednesday 19 

Thursday .. 20 | nant list 

Friday ..... . Mots and non-wit list 


Saturday ...22 Sht caus, pets, and non-wit 


list 
Monday ...24, Fitting in chambers 
Tuesday . 95° ompanies Acts and non- 


wit list 
Wednesday 26) 


| Thursday ...27§ ? Non-wit list 


Friday ...... oe and non-wit list —_ 
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Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. The necessary papers, incladi 
two copies of minutes of the proposed 
ae ent or order, must be left in court 

the judge’s clerk not less than one 
dae day before the cause is to be put in 
the paper. In default the cause will not 
be put in the paper. 


N.B.—The following papers on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
judge, viz.: —Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order, 1 copy plead- 
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Circuits of the Judges. 


The following Ju 
the other Judges till their respective commission days. 
Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to 


s will remain in town: Darutne, J., and Pamtmore, J., during the whole of the Circuits; 


3 nam3s of the Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business mast m~ 


be ready to be taken on the first working day ; in other cas2s the note appended to the name of the Circuit Town indicates 
the day before which Civil Business will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there will be no 


alteration in the old practice. 





N. Wares, 8. Watus axp 
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THE COURT OF APPEAL. | 
Hinagy Sirtines, 1908. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND | 
ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


(General List.) 
1906. 


The Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the Borough of Bournemouth and 
The Mayor, &c. of Poole and The Urban District Council of Branksome 
v The Poole District Electric Traction Cold appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 5,1906 June 1 (so until Mr Justice 
Joyce has given his decision upon oe on fur con in this action, by 

er of the Court of Appeal, April 9, 1907) 
1907. 

Rees v Owen appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated 
Feb 9, 1907 March 5 

H M Postmaster-General v The National Telephone Co ld appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated March 20, 1907 (s o for 
Attorney-Gen) March 28 

In re the Matter of the Estate of L Gluckman, dec H M Attorney-Gen v 
Jefferys and ors appl of deft Jefferys from order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
Eady, dated Dec 18, 1906 (so for Attorney-Gen) April 16 

In re Llanover Herbert v Ram appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated March 27, 1907 April 24 

Truman v Tremellen appl of deft from oer of Mr Justice Parker, dated 
June 18, 1907 Oct 8 

Hughes v Tynywerglodd Welsh Slate Co appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated June 4, 1907 t 11 

In re Henry Dodson, dec Haslam v Cazenove and ors appeal of deft 
E. M. Cazenove from order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated May 31, 
1907 Oct 11 

In re Pulton, dec Lake and ors vy Warren and anr appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Warrington, dated June 7, 1907 t 21 

Yorke v Mayor, &c of Bradford appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated June 24,1907 Oct 22 

Harrison Patents Co ld and aur vy W. N. Nicholson & Sons 1d appl of 

ae order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated July 31, 1907 





| 





_In_re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900 and In re The Discoverers’ 


Finance Corpn ld appl of G. B. Cooper from order of Mr Justice 
Parker, dated Oct 17, 1907 Oct 28 
In re Edgar Tozer, dec Avant vy Ward & Champion appl of deft E. J. 
Ward, from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aug 6, 1907 (security 
ordered) Oct 29 

Craig v Dowding appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Oct 16, 1907 Oct 30 

Landeker & Brown v Louis, Wolff & Co,ld appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated Oct 26, 1907 Nov 8 

Bournemouth Corpn v The Poole and District Electric Traction Co 1d 
applof pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce dated Oct 15, 1907 (produce 

er) Nov8 

Nugent and ors v Nugent (Consolidated Actions) appl of deft from order 

of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated July 30,1907 Nov 9 


| In re Thames Tunnel (Rotherhithe and Ratcliffe) Act, 1900 and In re The 


Land Clauses Act, 1845 appl of London County Council from order of 
Mr Justice Parker, dated Oct 17,1907 Nov 9 

Blaiberg v Lep appl of defc from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated 
July 13, 1907 (security ordered) Nov 18 

In re Curtis, dec Robinson v Curlis and ors appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 5, 1907 Nov 20 

In re Stokes, dec Post v Smart spp! — from order of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated July 31, 1907 Nov 

Moore v The Ullcoats Mining Co ld appl of pitff from judgt of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated Nov 5, 1907 Nov 22 

Prichard v Coulston and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated Oct 16,1907 Nov 23 

Tenby Corpp v Mason appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Nov 22, 1907 Nov 23 

Slade v Chaine appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
May 16,1907 Nov 30 

Iu re Markham’s Settled Estates and In re The Settled Land Acts, 1882 
and 1890 appl of R A Markham from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
Nov 7, 1907 Dec 2 

In re Brotherton, dec Brotherton and anr v Brotherton appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice, dated Nov 7, 1907 Dec 2 : 

The Great Central Ry Cov The Midland Ry Co ty pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Warrington, dated Oct 15, 1907 4 

Tn re John Brown, dec Brown and anr v Clark and ors | of defts 

a ors from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 12, 1907 


| 
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Rowe v Sinnott appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Nov 8, 1907 (produce order) Dec 11 

In re Pascoe, dec Miller and ors v Pascoe and ors app! of deft M Pascoe 
from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 4, 1907 Dec 13 

The General Billposting Co ld and ors v Atkinson appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Neville, dated Dec 3, 1907 Dec 17 

In re John Sidney, dec Hingeston and ors v Sidney and anr appl of 
Attorney-Gen from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 31, 
1907 Dec 18 

In re Freeman’s Will Shilton v Freeman and ors appl of Attorney-Gen 
—— of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 13, 1907 (produce order) 

> 18 

The Gloucestershire County Council and William Bateman v The Coal 
Supply Assoc ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 
Nov 29, 1907 (produce order) Dec 19 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1907, 

In re Edward Humphreys, a Solicitor of the Supreme Court appl of the 
Earl of Wilton ard ors from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated 
Dec 4, 1907 Dec 4 

Linotype Machinery ld v C E Hopkins appl of defts from refusal of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Dec 16, 1907 Dec 16 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1907. 

In re Lightbourne Estate 1d and In re The Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, and In re the Chancery of Lancaster Acts, 1852 to 1890 appl of 
The Lightbourne Estate 1d from order of The Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, dated July 29,1907 Aug 12 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 


In re Victor Honour (expte Victor Honour) from an order of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated the 11th of November, 1907 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No. 974 of 1907 from a Receiving 
Order made herein on the 18th of December, 1907, by Mr Registrar 
Brougham 

In re J H Stuart (expte Wm Pye) from an order of the Divisional Court, 
sitting in Bankruptcy (Phillimore and Coleridge, JJ), dated the 10th of 
December, 1907 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgments Reserved. 
(Final List.) 

Winstanley (applt) v Overseers of the Poor of the Township of North 
Manchester (respts) appl of respts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Ridley and Darling (c av) Dec 5 (heard before Lord 
Halebury, the President of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division 
and Mr Justice Bigham) 

Mary Forster and ors v Elvert Colliery Co ld and ors appl of defts A B 
Dyson, F E Crawford and T C Crawford from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, without a jury, Durham JE QuinnvSame appl of Same from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, without a jury, Durham R Seed v Same 
“PP of Same from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, without a jury, Durham 

Morgan v Same appl of Same from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
without a jury, Durham (c av Dec 16) (heard before the Master of 
the Rolls, Fletcher Moulton and Farwell, L JJ.) 

Jonas (appit) v the Churchwardens and Overseers of the Parish of St 
Dunstan's in the West (respts) appl of applt from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Justices Ridley and Darling (c av Nov 14) (heard 
before Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, the President of the Probate, 
Divorce and Admiralty Division, and Mr Justice Bigham 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION 
(Final List.) 
1905. 
Rumball v Bunting app! of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
March 11, 1905, without a jury, Middlesex (so for appointment of Legal 
Representative) April 12 ~— 


Fear v Phillips appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated July 30 
1906, without a jury, Cardinganshire (s 0 Feb. 14) Aug 10 

Sa't Union ld v Brunner, Mond & Co, ld appl of pltffs from judgt of the 
Lord Chief Justice, dated Aug 10, 1906, without a jury, Middlesex 


Aug 16 

The Pretoria Pietersburg Ry Co 1d v Elisha Elwood (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Aug 29 and Elisha Elwood v The Pretoria Pietersburg Railway Co ld 
(Revenue Side) appl of Applt Co from order of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated Aug 10, 1906 (s o for Attorney-Gen) Aug 29 

The Gramaphone and Typewriter ld v Josiuh Walter Stanley, Surveyor of 
Taxes (Revenue Side) appl of respt from order of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated Aug 10, 1906 (s o for Attorney-Gen) Sept 3 

Waddle (applt) v Guardians of Sunderland Poor Law Union (respts) 

, appl of applt from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Ridley 
and Darling, dated Oct 26,1906 Nov 8 





1907. 


Attorney-Gen (informant) v. Fargrove Steam Navigation Co ld (defts) 
(Revenue Side) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated 
Jan 14, 1907 (s o for Attorney-Gen) Jan 30 

English v Metropolitan Water Board appl of pltff from judgt of the 
Lord Chief Justice, dated Feb 14, 1907 (jury discharged), Middlesex 
mad tacts by defts, dated Nov 20, 1907 (s o not before March 1) 

eb 2 

Rea v London Transport Cold appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated Jan 24, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex (s o to further 
order) March 28 

Governor and Co of the Bank of England v Cutler appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice A T’ Lawrence, dated March 15, 1907, without a jury, 
Middlesex (to be in list on Jan 13) March 28 

Chester Water Works Co v Guardians of the Poor of Chester Union appl 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Jan 14, 1907, without a 
jury, Middlesex -.April 12 

Morgan v Tredegar Dry Dock and Wharf Cold appl of defts from judgt 
S =f Justice Jelf and a special jury, Cardiff, dated March 19, 1907 

a 

Gets Hesketh appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Darling and Phillimore, dated April 26,1907 May 8 

Evans and anr (Exors of P Penny, dec) v Nevill appl of deft from judgt 
= Mr Justice Grantham, dated May 3, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex 

y 22 

Lees v Jennings appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Feb 25, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex (s0 PS) June 5 

East London Ry Joint Committee v The Assessment Committee of the 
Greenwich Union and anr appl of applts from judgment of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Justices Darling and A T Lawrence, dated June 20, 
1907 July 16 

Same v The Assessment Committee of the Metropolitan Borough of 
Bermondsey appl of Same from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Darling aud A T Lawrence, dated June 20, 1907 July 16 

Attorney-Gen on the relation of the Staines UD OC v Ashby appl of 
of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 3, 1907, withouta 
jury, Middlesex Aug 2 

Woollen v Gavin appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
July 27, 1907, without a jury, Middiesex (to be tried before Bigham, J., 
day to be fixed) Aug 2 

The King v Jj of the County of London appl of South Met Gas Co from 
judgt of Justices Bray and A. T. Lawrence, dated July 26,1907 Augé 

Francis v Feige appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford, dated 
June 22, 1907, with a common jury, Middlesex Aug 8 

In re Taxation of Costs and Inre J. J. Edwards, a solr appl of H, 8, 
Howell from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford in Chambers, dated July 22, 
1907 Aug 8 

Wilson v Carnley appl of deft from judgt of Lord Coleridge, K.O, 
(Commr of Assize), dated July 31, 1907, with a special jury, Lincoln 
Aug 12 

Carlisle Rural District Council vy Mayor, Aldermen and Citizens of 
Carlisle (W. Kennedy ld, 3rd parties) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated July 6, 1907, with ajury, Manchester Aug 15 

Attorney-Gen (Informant) v Duke of Richmond, Gordon and Lennox 
(Revenue Side) appl of Informant from judgtof Mr Justice Bray, dated 
July 30, 1907 (8 o for Attorney-Gen) Aug 16 

Dewar v Scott & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated June 29, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 16 

Daniel & Jones v Avery appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justics Sutton, 
dated Aug 16, 1907, without a jury, Birmingham Aug 28 

Winans and anr v The King, Petition of Right (Revenue Side) appl of 
petners from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated July 16, 1907 (so for 
Attorney-Gen) Sept 3 

United Motor Industries ld v Vaudervell & Co appl of pltff from judgt of 
Mr Justice Walton, dated July 10, 1907, with a special jury, Middlesex 
Sept 6 

Byford v Marler & Marler appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated July 12, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Oct 12 

Maritime Insce Co ld v Alianza Insce Co of Santander appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated July 17, 1907, without a jury, 
Middlesex Oct 22 

Marreco and ors v Richardson appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bray, dated July 29, 1907, at Salisbury Oct 24 

Oria and ors v Poland appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated July 30, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 
Oct 25 

Lavalette & Cov Riches & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Oct 14, 1907, with a common jury, Middlesex, and cross- 
notice by pltff, dated Oct 29, 1907 Oct 25 ws 

Tate v Fullbrook appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
July 23, 1907 Oct 29 

The West Riding of Yorkshire Rivers Board v Butterworth and Roberts 
appl of defts from judgt of Justices Phillimore and Walton, dated Oct 
22,1907 Oct 29 

Hack v Felstead appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford, dated 
July 30, 1907 Oct 30 

Catt v Wood and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, 
dat-d Oct 22, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Oct 30 

The Agricultural Holdings (England) Acts, 1883 to 1890 Row 
Tenant v Kemeys-Tynte, Landlord appl of the landlord from judgt 
the County Court Judge, Monmouthshire, Newport, dated Oct 10, 1907 
and cross-notice by tenant, dated Nov 29, 1907 Oct 30 


Jan. 11, 1908. 4 
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Tillmans & Co v ss Knutsford ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated Oct 23, 1907, Middlesex Oct 31 

Levy v Maconochie appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Oct 26, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 9 

In the Matter of the Licensing Act, 1894 between The Mayor, &c, of 
Liverpool (petnrs) and Walker & Sons (respts) appl of respts from 
judgt of Justices Phillimore and Walton, dated Oct 18, 1907 Nov 12 
Same v Same appl of respts from same judgt, dated Oct 18, 1907 Nov 


12 

In re Hirst & Capes, Solicitors, &c, of the Supreme Court appl of Messrs 
Fox, Bagshaw, & Barber from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Nov 7, 
1907 (from Interlocutory List, by order of Nov 18, 1907) Nov 13 

London County Council v Goode appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, dated Oct 21,1907 Nov14 

Fielding v Pawsons and ors appl of John J Pawsons from an order of Mr 
Justice Coleridge, dated Nov 2, 1907, Middlesex Nov 16 

Moore v The Rector and Churchwardens of Dursley Parish Church appl 
of pltff from judgment of Justices Phillimore and Walton (Divisional 
Court), dated Nov 1, 1907 Nov 16 

Glen & Co v Stevenson & Co appl of defts from judgt of Justices Philli- 
more and Walton (Divisional Court), dated Oct 23,1907 Nov 19 

Cole and anr v Perry Bros appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Cole- 
ridge, dated Nov 16, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 19 

Mansell v Griffin appl of pltff trom judgt of Justices Phillimore and 
Walton, dated Nov 9,1907 Nov 21 

The Ore Concentration Co (1905) id v Webster appl of defts (by original 
action) from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated Nov 12, 1907, without a 
jury, Middlesex Nov 26 Webster and anrv The Ore Concentration Co 
(1905) 1d (by counterclaim) 

Bicknell v Thorowgood appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, 
dated October 25, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 29 

Frankfort v Taylor appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Oct 26, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Nov Nov 30 

es Maconochie appl of deft from orders of Mr Justice Ridley in 
Chambers, dated Nov 12 ani19,1907 Dec 3 

K R Campbell and Goldstone v H T Thornley appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Coleridge in Chambers, dated Nov 22,1907 Dec 4 

Reillock Tyre Oo ld and anr v Societe Francaise d2s Pneumatiques Dunlop 
ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated Nov 23, 
1907, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 4 

In the Matter of P W Bullock, gentleman, Solicitor of the Supremes Court 
app! of P W Bullock from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence iu 
Chambers, dated Dec 2, 1907 Dec 12 

Staffordshire Financial Co ld v Hunt appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice A T Lawrence, dated Dec 9, 1907 Dec 12 

R Baker v D Fab r appl of pltff from jadgt of Mr Justice Darling and a 
special jury, dated Nov 21,1907 D-cly 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of an Arbitra- 
tion between the Corpn of Norwich and the Norwich Electric Tramway 
- a from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated Dec 6, 1907 (special case) 

0 


Mayor, etc, of Tynemouth (applts) v Smith’s Dock Co (respts) appl of 
applits from judgt of Justices Channell, Bray and Sutton, dated Dec 12, 
1907 Dec 21 

FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1907. 

Geelong —1907 —Folio 132 J Wild & Co and ors v The Blue Anchor Line 
ld (damage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated Oct 17,1907 Oct 31 

Archtor—1907—Fotio 374 The Owners of Steamship Duffryn Manor v 
The Owners of Steamship Archtor (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Oct 31, 1907 Dec 5 

Roanoke—1907—Foli»s 398 and 399 (Consolidated) The Owners of SS 
Windson v The Chesapeake and Ohio SS Cold appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Dec 2, 1907 Dec 16 


Without Nautical Assessors. 


Venture—1907 —Folio 280 Margery Ida Mary Stone v The Owners of the 
Yacht Venture (possession) appl of Percy Stone from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated Nov 1, 1907 Nov 8 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper ) 
1907. 

Beatty v The London Uuited Tramways, Jd appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated June 11, 1907, at trial 
before Mr Justice Caannell and a common jury, Middlesex, and cross- 
notice of appl, dated Nov 7, 1907 (restored Dec 18, 1907) June 18 

Fachris v Rustafjaell appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and juagt, dated Oct 16, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Bray 
and a common jury, Middlesex Oct 25 

Kenny v The Gresham Publishing Co appln of pltff for jodgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 17, 1907, at trial 
before Mr Justice Voleridge and a common jury, Middiesex Oct 25 


son vV Calvert appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Oct 25, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Law- 
rance and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 1 


The British Cash and Parcel Conveyors 1d v The Lampson Store Servic 
Co. ld and anr appln of defts for j or new trial on appl from verdict 
an di judgt, dated Uct 17, 1907, at before Mr Justice Ridley and a 

Perit y Leda’ ar gear Meta of pull & jadgt trial 1 

ettit v ge an r appln o' or or new on app! 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 5, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and a jury, nie hi ordered) Nov13 ™ 

Aldrid ge v Edney appla of deft for ju appl from 
verdi ct and judgt, dated Oct 25, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Darling 
and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 14 ; 

Everett v The Great Western Railway Co appla ce for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 30, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 18 

Goodstein v Freeman appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 21, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 19 

The Trustees of the Property of F Lord (a bankrupt) v The Great Eastern 
Ry appln of plaintiff for judgt or new trial on app! from verdict and 
judgt, dated Nov 13, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a 
special jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice of deft, dated Nov 28, 1907 
Noy 21 

H N Dakhyl v Labouchere appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 8, 1907, at trial before Mr Jus‘ive 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 28 

Bath and Corsham Freestone Quarries ld v Barnes appln of pltffs for 
jadgt or new trial on appl from verdict and j » dated Nov 22, 
1907, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a s jury, Miadlesex 
Nov 29 

Hunt v Star Newspaper Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
app! from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 2, 1907, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 10 

Hugget v Miers “pln of pltff for jadgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nov 22, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Channell anda 
special jury, Leeds (security ordered) Dec 10 

A R Walters v Lindner & Co ld app!n of pitff for judgt or new trial on 
app! from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, 1907, at trial before Mr 
Justice Jelf and a special jury, Birmingham Dec 11 

Webb v Pennell and ors appln of defts for juigt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 5, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a jury, Middlesex Dec 12 

The Mayor, &c of Hampstead v Western appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 5, 1907, at trial b.fore 
Mr Justice Darling and a special ju:y, Middlesex Dec 13 

L M Baron v M A Aldridge & Son spin of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 5, 1907, at trial before Mr 
Justice A T Lawrence aud a common jury, Middlesex Dec 14 

Knee v Multi-Colour Printing Co (1904, ld ape of defts for judgt or new 
trial on app! from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 12, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 16 

Stenhouse v Ama)gamated Distilleries Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and juigt, da Dec 2, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 16 

Nash vInman appln of re for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Dec 10, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a 
special jury, Middlesex Dec 17 : 

Thomas v Haywood appln of plitff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 13, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 17 

E Sexton v London United Tramways, ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 11, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

Chittleborough v Hoskins & Sewell ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 26, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Jelf and a special jury, Birmingham Dec 18 

Midland Ry Co v Myers & Cold ye of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and j , dated Dec 16, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 20 

J Winslow v The Bushey Urban District Council appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 13, 1907, at trial 
befure Mr Justice Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 20 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 


> 


1906. 

Fieldings v Mainwaring (Wyon, clmt) appl of clmt from order of Mr 
J eae Phillimore, dated Aug 3. i008 (s o until after trial of Probate 
Action, by order of Aug 10, 1906) Aug 8 

Bryne v The Société Generale de Banque and anr spp of defts The 
Sociét?, &c from order of Mr Justice Bray, dated Nov 28, 1906 (s o 
pending trial of issue) Dec 17 


Gard v Brown and ors appl of defts Pilbrow from order of Mr Justice 
Walton, set down March 12, 1907 (restored, s o till further order) 
March 12 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of an 
Arbitration between the North Metropolitan Tramways Co and the 
Leyton Urban District Council appl of The North tan Tram- 


ways Co from order of the Divisional Court (Justices Phillimore and 
Walton), dated Oct 15, 1907 (so fora to be fixed) Novl 
The British Body and Wheel Works ld and v Nesbitt and T Wardle 


and ors appl of deft ‘l' Wardle from order of Mr Justice Ridley (to be 





heard by Bigham, J, Nov 30) Nov 20 
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The King v W L L Bell (expte GJ Kent) appl of GJ Kent from order 
of Justices Lawrance, Phillimore, aad Walton, dated Nov 7, 1907 
Nov 25 Same v Same (expte Same) Nov 25 

yv Worms appl of plttt trom order of Mr Justice Pickford, dated 
Dec 9, 1907 Dec 13 

Poulsen and ors v Armstrong and anr appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Pickford, dated Dec 10, 1907 Dee 17 

The Steamship Owners’ Coal Assoc ld v The Tunnel Portland Cement 
Works Co, West Thurrock, ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Pickford, dated Dec 12, 1907 Dec 17 

Arnold & Butler v Bottomley & Oldhams 1d appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Pickford, dated Dec 9, 1907 Dec 18 

Saunders v The Hon H A Cadogan appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Pickford, dated Dec 10,1907 Dec 20 


In re The Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1906. 
(From County Courts.) 
1907, 

Emily Williams v Spiers & Pondld Emily Edith Williams Penn v Same 
appl of Emily Williams from award of County Court (Surrey, Wands- 
worth), dated Nov 4, 1907 Nov 25 Penn v Spiers & Pond ld appeal 
of applicant from award of County Court (Surrey, Wandsworth), dated 
Nov 11, 1907* Nov 29 

Vercoe v Wheal Anna Clay Mining Co ld app! of respt from award of 
County Court (Cornwall, St Austell), dated Nov 18,1907 Nov 29 

Reynolds v Hoddinott appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Wiltshire, Swindon), dated Nov 76, 1907 Dec 3 

Whalley v The Ellerbeck Collieries 1d appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Lancashire, Chorley), dated Nov 13, 1907 Dec 4 

R Roberts v Nixon & Bruce appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Lancasbire, Liverpool), dated Nov 27, 1907 Dec 12 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to December 23rd, 1907. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Hinary Sirtrmes, 1908. 
Norices Retatina to tHe Cmancery Cause List. 


Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 
the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Jovcr.—Except when other business is announced in the 
Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Joyce will take Actions with Witnesses 
daily throughout the Sittings. 

Mr Justice Swinren Eapy.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will take Actions with 
Witnesses daily throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Wanrineton will take his business as announced in the 
Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Nevitte will take his business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Neviie will take 
Liverpool and Manchester business as follows: Summonses in Chambers, 
Motions, Short Causes, Petitions and Adjourned Summonses on Saturdays, 
the 18th January, the Ist, 15th and 29th February, the 14th and 28th March, 
and the 11th April. 

Mr. Justice Parker.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Parker will take Actions with Witnesses 
daily throughout the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Eve will take his business as announced in the Hilary Sittings 
Paper. 

Summonees before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice WARRINGTON, 
Mr. Justice Nevitix, and Mr. Justice Eve will sit in Court every Monday 
during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court will be taken with Non-Witness 
— by Mr. Justice Warrineton, Mr. Justice Nzviize, and Mr. Justice 

VE. 


Notice with Rererence To tae Cnancery Wrirness Lists. 


During the Hilary Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 
Actions as follows : 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joycr and Eve, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will take the Witness List for Swrvren Eapy 
and Nevitte, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Parxer will take the Witness List for Warrineron and 
Parker, JJ. 


Cuancery Cavses yor Triat on Hearine. 
Set down to December 23rd, 1907. 





Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retaiued. 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Walker, dec Mactoll vy Bruce 
adjdsumns (Jan 11) 
In re Crowdy Brrvuard v Crowdy 
adjdsumns (s 0 tili Jan 11) 
Tn re W W Garliff, dec Gatliff v 
Gouland adjd sumns 
In re Hammond-Spencer’s Settle- 
ment Hammond-Spencer v 
Hammcnd Spencer adjd sumns 





Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

In re Walohn’s rade Mark, No 
272,419 and In re ‘The Patents, 
Designs, and Trade Marks Act, 
1905 motion to rectify register 
(to come on with trial of action, 
** Rosenthal v Janowitz,”’ not 
yet set down) 

Harlech v Huntley act 

Natal Graphite ld y Lennon act 

Heath v Mayor, &c, of Brighton act 
(not before Jan 15) 








Thomas v Thomas act 

In reP E Kay Id Scott v P E Kay 
Id act 

Jones v Finn act (8 o for report) 

Dorking v Lyne and ors act 

idris v Viking Chemical Co act 

Wallett v Johnston act 

Pearce v Bullard, King & Co act 

Shaw v Schiff act and third party 
notice 

Wallis v Salmon act 

Wilson v Stevens act 

Slimon v Palace, Clacton-on-Sea Co 
act without pleadings 

The Popular Laundries ld v Fox 
act 

Blagden v Chambers act 

Harper v McIntyre act 

In re Spurrell, dec 
Spurrell act 

Davies v Lloyd and Davies act and 
counterclaim (not before Feb 24) 

Swaagman vSwaagman act 

Martin v Martin act 

Sargeant v Sargeant act 

Earl Russell v Midhurst Rural 
District Council act 

Palmer v Palmer act 

In re James Murray, dec In re E 
Murray, dec Murray v Murray 
act and counterclaim 

Frangopulo v Frangopulo act 
(fixed for Jan 20) 

In re Palmer’s Travelling Cradle ld 
Frank v The Company act 

In re Alfred H Moore, dec Edeveine 
v Moore act 

In re John Fallows, dec Fallows v 
Fallows act 

London and Sudan Development 
Syndicate v The Ritz Hotel 
(Egypt) ld act 

Clark v Midland Express ld_ act 

The Bishopsgate Finance Corpn v 
Delaforce act 

Hubbard v Bromley and District 
Motor Bus Co act 

Cutforth v Broome act 

The West Surrey Wool and Flock 
Mills ld v Raw act 

Willcocks v Lewis & Boyle act 
(Swansea District Registry) 

Williams v Clark and ors act 
(Bristol District Registry) 

In re Mark’s Patent, No 17,767 of 
1906 and In re the Patents, 
Designs and Trade Marks Act, 
1883 petn 

Beecham v Prosser act 

Gamman v Bebbington 
counterclaim 

McCully v Little Valley Exploration 
Syndicate act 


Spurrell v 


act and 





Before Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy. 
Retained by Order. 
Motions. 

In re The Bond Street Property 
Investment Cold Cotterell v The 
Company 

In re The Chicago and North West 
Granaries Cold The Debenture 
Secnrities Investment Co Id v 
The Chicago and North West 
Granaries Co ld 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) 

Pritchett v Bowen act 

Barlow v Brentford Gas Cold act 
and counter-claim 

British Oxygen Co ld v Liquid Air 
Power aud Automobile Co of 
Great Britain act 

Eastwuod & Co v Wragge act 

Pain v Hett act (so for delivery 
of amended defence) 

Constad v Billington act 

British United Shoe Machinery Co 
vA. Fussell & Sons ld act 

Stokoe v Sugden act and counter- 


claim 
Mansell v Valley Printing Co act 











In re Southern Cross Metals Co ld 
MacArthur v The Company act 

Heap v Nash act 

Jones v Macmurdo act 

Byworth v Birch act and counters 
claim 

Cawdor v Garnant Collieries 1d act 

Safety Tread Syndicate ld v Lewis 
Berger & Sons act and counter. 
claim 

Aarons v Hudson act 

In re the Trade Marks Act, 1905, 
and In re the Springfield Chemical 
Co and In re the Cudahay Pack- 
ing Co motion 

In re Stone, dec Stone v Burton- 
shaw act 

Diamandis v Joapnon act 

In re Townsend’s Settled Trusts 
Marquess Townsend v Robins act 
(not before Feb 1) 

Doughty & Whiteheads v James 
Riley act (Manchester District 
Registry) 

Staunton v Hampshire Light Rail- 
ways (Electric) Co act 

Mayor, &c, of St Ives (Hunts) v 
Wadsworth act 

United Service Share Purchase Soc 
ld v Coulcher act 

Coope v Ruggles-Brise act 

Haltord v ‘thomas act 

Smallwood v Stubbs act 

H Bownld v Bown act and counter- 


claim 

Redorook Tinplate Co v Burgham 
act 

Haynes v Grundy act 

True and the Variable Electric Lamp 
Syndicate ld v Bryant Trading 
Syndicate act 

Cheese v Keen act 

Fodens ld v Wallis & Stevensld act 

James Pearsall & Co v Corticelli Silk 
Co act 

Markham v Paget act and third 
party claim 

In re Notaras v Notaras Wein- 
berg v Notaras trial of issue 


London and Westminster Bank ld- 


v Ottley act 

Hale’s Yours of the World (United 
Kingdom) ld v the Llusiograph ld 
act 

Attorney-Gen v Frimley and Farn- 
borough District Water Co act 

Attorney-Gen v Price act 

In re Agnes Stirling, dec Stirling 
v Stirling act 

Rowley v Colonial Ammunition Co 
ld act 

Badcock v London and South- Wes- 
tern Bank act 

Woodbridge v Harvie act 

Uarrison v Manders act 

Sheaf v Miller action and counter- 
claim 

In re William Coster, dec Ooster ¥ 
Moody act 

Middiehurst v Lawrence act 

Chadwick v Davies act — 

Bott and Robinson v Lambeth 
Borough Council act 

Akerman v Shepherd act 

Freeman v Bound act 

Wooler v Wooler act and motion 
for judgt 

In re the Vompanies Acts, 1862 to 
1900, and In re British Sonogram 
Cold motion for rectification of 
register 

Wooluer v Reversible Turbine Co ld 
act and counter-ciaim 

French v James act aud counter- 


claim 

Brentnall v Barry act and counter- 
claim 

In re A T Miles, dec Miles v Miles 


act 

In re James Miles, dec Miles ¥ 
Miles act 

Abrahams v The Beaufort Motor Co 
Id act 


Jan. 11, 1908. . 
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Bryden v Crossland act 

de Kohnle v Chapman act 

Bodkin v Dollman act 

Healey v Boyle act 

In re Klaber and Sternberg’s Patent, 
No. 11.377 of 1903 and In re 
The Patents, Desigas, and Trade 
Marks Acts, 1883 to 1907 petition 

Williams v Foster act without 
pleadings 

Rigden v Foreman act and 
counter-claim 

Chater v Middlesex Reversionary 
Investment, &c, Cold act 

Hodgson and Simpson v G Haller 
& Co act 

Robinson v Smith 
claim 


act and counter- 


Before Mr Justice WarRiNcTon. 
Retained by Order. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

The British Gas Light and Coke Co 
ld v The Shelton Iron, Steel and 
Coal Cold act and motion 

Tolhurst v The Northfleet Urban 
District Council act 

Adler v Deutsch Schlesinger act 

The Mayor, &c, of the County 
Borough of Tynemouth v The 
Tynemowh Improvement Cuom- 
missioners act (fixed for Jan 15, 
subject to anything pt hd) 

Wyler v G@ Elliesen & Co act 
(fixed for Jan 15, subject to No 4) 

In re Davis, dec Davis v Davis 
act 

Lewis v King act 

Tress & Cov Ayres & Smith act 

In the Matter of a Copyright in a 
Design granted to Tress & Co, 
No 473,890 of 1906, and in The 
Patents, Designs, and ‘Trade- 
marks Acts, 1883 to 1888 motion 
for rectification 

The South Eastern Ry Co v The 
National Telephone Cold act 

Appleby Tron Co ld v Lord St 
Oswald act pt hd (s o) 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses) 

and Adjourned Summonses, 

In re Lord Ulanwilliam’s Settlement 
Colville v Lord Dronmore adjd 
sumns pt hd (s 0) 

In re Boyd's Estate Worth and anr 
v Ford and anr adjd sumns 

Vanden Berghs ld v Davies adjd 
sumns (with witnesses) 

In re Barnett DawesvIxer adjd 
sumns 


Amherst v_ Villiers procedure 
sumps 

Inre Kirkland Kirkland v Kirkland 
adjd sumns 


In re Alexander's Trustee and In re 
The Trustee Act, 1893 adjd 
sumns * 

In reSame adjd sumns 

In re Roberts, dec Williams v 
Davies adjd sumns 

In re Layborn, dec Hooper v Lay- 
born adjd sumns 

In re Kite Mc Carthy v Todd adjd 
sumns 

In re Falconer, dee The Property 
and Estates ld v Frost adjd 
sumns 

Thompson v Henderron mf j 

In re Howell’s Settlement Howell 
v Ticehurst adjd sumns 

Gillette Safety Razor Co v A W 
Gamage id special case 

In re Eaton’s Trusts Colvin v 
Eaton adjd sumns 

In re Paulet, dec Paulet v Puulet 
adjd sumnas 

In re Fitzgerald Fitzgerald v de 
Lacey adjd sumns 

In re Judd and the Willesdenjlrban 
District Council In re the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd 
sumns 





Brooke v Great Wyrley Colliery Co 
ld special case 

In re Wormald Wormald v 
Ollivant adjd sumns 

In re Steinkoptf, dec Mackenzie v 
Favorke adjd sumus 

In re E E Gorney, dec Gurney v 
Gurney adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
Richardson v Richardson fur con 
In re Payne, dec Hall v Thompson 

fur con 


Companies (Winding up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding up). 
Petitions. 

Bahamas (Inagua) Sisal Plantation 
ld petn of S Harrisand arr so 
from Dee 10, 1907, to Jan 14, 
1908 

Premier Catering Syndicate ld petn 
of Mark Mayhew lds o from 
Die 10, 1907, to Jan 21, 1908 

British Sonogram Cold petn of H 
Welsh-Lee s o from Dec 10, 
1907, to Jan 21, 1908 

D'Eresby House Ild_ (petn of L 
Whitehead & Co ld_ s o from 
Dec 17, 1907, to Jan 14, 1908 

Directors Club ld _ petn of Trustees, 
Executors and Securities Insce 
Corpn 1d 

W & A McArthur ld _ petn of Tootal 
Broadhurst, Lee & Co ld 

New Druce-Portland Cold _petn of 
E D Taylor 

Amalgamated Distillers Cold petn 
of William Stenhouse & Co 

Forest of Dean Stone Firms ld 
petn of W H Baxter Id 

Chatma Oilfield Cold petn of Wm 
Hutchinson & Co 

Britannia Engineering Cold petn 
of United Motor Indastries ld 

London and Suburban Restaurants 
ld petn of Thorne Bros ld 

Marienbad Kissengen and Natural 
Spring Products Co ld _ petn of 
Wemers Litho Printing and 
Advertising Co ld 

Brazilian Rubber Plantations and 
Estates ld petn of T P Ling 

Stuart, Richards & Co ld _ petn of 
Albrecht & Albrecht 

Nops ld petn of E Goodwin and 
anr 

Johnson Johnson & Cold petn of 
Johnson, Riddle & Co ld 

Banchwitz Far Co ld petn of H. 
L. Newton 

Wright & Butlerld petn of Ludlow 
Brothers ld 

8 C Kaufman & Son ld petn of 
Oastler, Palmer & Co ld 

World’s Antiseptic Ammonia ld 
petn of Henry Drake & Co 

Throne Co ld petn of W H Smith 
& Son 

Petition (to sanction Scheme of Ar- 
rangement) under Joint Stock 
— Arrangement Act, 

870 

Alcoy and Gandia Ry and Harbour 
Cold petn of the Company 

Petition (to restore Company's Name 
to Register) under Oompanies 
Act, 1880 

James Bligh & Son ld petn of W 
G Collier and anr) 


Chancery Division 
Petition (for Reduction of Capital) 
a Companies Acts, 1867 and 
1877 
T Burberry & Sons 1d and reduced 
(so from Dec 17, 1907, to Jan 28, 
1908) 


Oompanies (Winding up). 
Motions. 
Mayfair Printing and Publishing 





Co 1d (for leave to issue writ of 
attachment — ordered to stand 4 
over generally on April 3, 1906) 

Colossal Cycle and Component 
Manufacturing Corpn ld (for 
leave to issue writ of attachment 
—s o by consent from Nov 12, 
1907, to Jan 14, 1908) 

Albert De La Mare ld (to restrain 
proceedings — ordered to stand 
over generally on Oct 15, 1907) 


Court Summonses. 

Syria Ottoman Railway Co ld (as to 
proofs of debt of W Parker— 
ordered to stand over on Jan 11, 
1906, to be tried with certain 
actions) 

Bristol ld (misfeasance—wi h wit- 
nesses — ordered to stand over 
generally on Oct 29, 1907) 

Ustates and Industrial Syndicate ld 
(on surcharge—with witnesses -- 
so from Dec 17, 1907, to Jan 14, - 
1908) 

Camina Nitrate Cold (on order of 
Nov 9, 1907) 





Before Mr. Justice Nevi.uz. 
R-tained by Order. 
Witn: ss Actions, 
Seton Chisholm v Fowler act 
Tate v Griffiths act 
The Goldfields of Matabeleland ld 
(in liquidation) v The Einasleigh 
Freehold Copper Mines ld act 
In re Griffiths Morris, dec Morris 
v Morris act 
Morris v Morris act 


Petition. 
Morgan v Pitman 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 

and Adjourned Summonses, 

In re Northern Sulphide Mills of 
Canada Diehl v Johnston 

In re Imperial Paper Mills of 
Canada Wagg v Trustees, Ex- 
ecutors, and securities Corpn Id 

Lindo v De Castro 

The British South Africa O» v 
De Beers Consolidated Mines Id 
act (not before Jan 27) 

In re H O Taylor, dec Attorney- 
Gen v Treasury Solr adjdsumns 
with witnesses (s o for a day to 
be fixed) 

In re Spiers Goldman v Spi-rs 
adjd sumns (to come on with far 
con) 

In re Grove's Will Trusts Ellwood 
v Braunstein adjd sumns 

In re Gilbert,dec Gilbert v Gilbert 
adjd sumus 

In re Howard, dec Howard v 
Howard adjd sumns 





Before Mr. Justice Parker. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 
In re GW Rush, dec Maxwell v 
Gilbey adjd sumns 

In re Eliza Jones, dec Walters v 
Mansel adjdsumns 

British and South American Navi- 
gation Co v Moorhead adjd 
sumns 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Lord Gerard v Gerard and ors 
action pthd (Jan 13) 

Bray v Smith action (fixed for Jan 


13) 
— - Shirbrook Oolliery action 
t 


P 

Stuart v Fitzgerald and ors action 
(without pleadings) 

The Flour Uxidisiug Co ld v Carr & 
Cold action (fixed for Jau 20) 

In re Eyre, dec Eyre v Eyre adjd 


sumns 
Heslop v Heslop m f j (short) 


In re Den Estates ld Wright v 
The Dee Estates ld adjd sumns 
In re Same Same v Same adjd 


sumns 

In re Studd, dec Studd v Studd 
adjd sumns ~ 

In re Fenner Hobbs fy Fenner 
adjd sumns 


Further Considerations, 

In re Sir Waler de Souza, dec 
Guerrande v Wetherfield far con 

In re Morris Spiers, dec Goldman 
vSpiers fur con and adjd sumns 

Laschallas v Woolf act (fixed for 
Jan 20) 

mae Soe wa 
Re . act (s o pend- 
ing decision in above, No Se 

Castle v Lowe act pt hd (s 0) 

Godden v the Kent Oounty Gas 
Light, &c, Co act (so 

andsworth 


Adams and ors v The 
Borough Council act 

The Bakers’ Aut»matic Combina- 
tion Thread Wiuader and Shuttle 
Filler Co Proprietary Id vH M 
Spratts and ors act 

The Standard Patents Co ld v 
Kodak ld act 

The Barslem and Tunstall Per- 
manent £50 Building Soc v 
James act 

Vilanova v Olot and Gerona Ry Oo 
act (not before Feb 1) 

King v King act 

Smith v Stanley act and wm fj 

Jones v Pritchard act 

Lindley v Goldfields of Matabele- 
land ld act 

Hotel Tariff Bureau ld v Nairn act 

Sparenborg v Barnes act 

Green v Evans & Rubery act 

In re Thornhill Thornhill v Thorn- 
hill act 

Benwell v Taylor act 

In re Muller Allpress v Muller 


act 

Tugley v Eastwood & Co act 

Lord Fi'zhardinge v Purcell act 

Deschamps v Miller act 

Hoare v Chambers act 

British United Shoe Machinery Oo 
ld = Meyer v Menus Machine 
Ww 


act 
London, Edin’ b, and @ 
ag ene ad 
Hill v Hill & Co (1899) ld act 
Earl of Derby v Foster act 
Cavadino v Simpson act and 
counterclaim 
Wake v Harbord act 
White v Summers act 
oe v William Whiteley ld 


ac 

In re Philippart’s Trade-mark, No 
274,557, and In re Trade-Marks 
Act, 1905 motion 

Orosbie-Hill y Sayer act and mf j 

Crisp v British Land Cold act 

J Lyons & Co ld v The British 
Electric Traction Cold act 


Linotype and Machinery ld y The 
Mul -Oolour Printing Co (1904) 


act 
Myerscough v Loveless act 
Before Mr. Justice Evs. 
tained Actions. 
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Loughborough Corpn v Lough- 
— Rural District Council 


ac 

Kodak ld v Grenville act 

Ross v Carment act 

Landa v Greenberg act 

Mason v London and County Ad- 
vance, &c, Cold act 

Pemberton v Royal Hospital for In- 
curables motion (Jan 14) 

In re Venables dec In re Pember- 
ton, dec Royal Hospital for In- 
curables v Pemberton m f j 
(Jan, 14) 


Causes for Trial Without, Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Inre Trevelyan Fraser v Trevelyan 

adjdsumns pt hd 

Inre Best Bestv Best adjdsumns 

In re Earl of Buckinghamshire’s 
Settled Estates adjd sumns 
(restored) 

In re New Zealand Midland Railway 
Smith v Lubbock adjd sumns 
In reJ F Hall, dec In re J Hall, 
dec Hall v Hall adjd sumns 

(8 o liberty to amend) 

In re Oleaver, dec Kempton v 
Cleaver adjd sumns (to come 
on with further consideration) 

In re Wythes,dec West v Wythes 
adjd sumns 

In re Dallaway, dec 
Roberts adjd sumns 

Inre Lacy Dyson v Speight adjd 


Coulson v 


sumns 

In re T H Clarke, dec Turner v 
Clarke adjd sumns 

In re Hamilton’s Settlement Shaw 
v Hamilton adjd sumns 

In re Hudson Uassels v Hudson 
adjd sumns 

In re Bates, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re F J Williams, dec 
Williams adjd sumns 

In re T Helyear, dec In re Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 adjd 
sumns 

Tn re Foster-Melliar’s Jointure Deed 
Betton - Foster v Betton - Foster 


Grey v Bates 
Halsey v 


In re Bates, dec Bates v Hudson 
adjd sumns 

In re George Dodson, dee Yates v 
Morton adjd sumns 

In re An Indenture of March 26th, 
1902 Tremayne v Rashleigh adjd 
sumns 

In re Millward Millward v Godlee 
adjd sumns 

In re Norsworthy, dec Hartley v 
Norsworthy adjd sumos 

In re Lacon,dec ‘Teesdale v Lacon 
adjd sumns 

In re T H Wyatt, dec Wyatt v 
Prescott adjd 

In re Yar iley’sSettlement Milward 
v Yardley adjd sumns 

In re Langton Langton v Langton 
adjd sumns 


adjd sumns 

Greenhill v Millis adjd sumns 

In re Mellin’s Will Trust Mellin v 
Mellin adjd sunms 


sumns 

In re Loefflzr's Settlement Hancke 
v Loeffler adjd sumns 

In re Loefiler’s Settlement Hancke 
v Kellgren adjd sumns 

In re Lea’s Settlement Lea v Lea 
adjd sumns 

In re Neville, dec Neville v Sharpe 
adjd sumns 

In re John Mould, dec, and [n re 


1890 adjd sumns 
In re Dixon Crocker v Dixon 
adjd sumns 


brooke adjd sumns 

In re Davis, dec 
ad jd sumns 

In re Jameson, dec King v Winn 
adjd sumns 

In re Barugh, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Feeney, dec Inglis v Bir- 
mingham Corpn adjd sumns 


Fall v Hine 


Further Considerations. 
Waddell v Waddell fur con 





adjd sumns 


Blades v Blades fur con 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters In Cuampers, 1908. 
A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Bonner; Tuesdays, 


Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Macdonell. 
G to 5-entaps, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty ; Tuesdays, 


Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Day. 


O to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 
Practice Master. 
A Master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the following 


Rota to dispose 


General Business: Monday, Master Wilberforce; 


of all Questions of Practice, Ex parte Applications, and 


uesday, Master Chitty; 


Wednesday, Master Macdonell; Thursday, Master Bonner; Friday, 
Master Day ; Saturday, Master Archibald. 








Winding-up Notices. 


London Gasette.—Faipay, Jan. 3. 


JOINT STOCK 


COMPANIES. 


Lawirep 1s Cnaworry. 


AMaLGamateD Dretituers Co, Liurrep —Petn for winding up, presented Dee 10, directed 


to be heard Jan 14, Blanckensee & Co, King st, Cheapside, solors for petners, Notice 


of appearing must reavh the above-named not later 
Jan 13 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette,—Faipay, Jan 3, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Alronisox, Groroz, Gateshead. Durham, a Clerk 


Newcastie on Ayne Pet Dec 3) Ord Dee 


Petworth, 8 a | Bricke.t, James, Beckton 
arate PaDes Ori De | Builder High'Court Pet Nov8 Ord Dee 81 


Dec 80 Ord Dec 30 


In re Joseph, dec Pain v Joseph 


In re Same Same v Same adjd | 


The Settled Land Acts, 1882 to | 


In re Feredty, dec Smith v Adden- | 


Chute v Dore | 


n 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Baaziuiaw Rupee Prawtations axd Estates, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, 

Dee 20, directed to be heard Jan 14. Neve & Co, Lime st, solors for petner, 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 60’ 

Barrannia Excingzaixoe Co, Liurrep—Petn for win up, ted Dec 12, directed to 
bs heard Jan 14. Brown & Co, Pancras In, solors for rs. Notice of a; 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 13 

Carpirr Gratin Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, preseated Dec 3), directed to be heard 
Jan 14. Martin & Co, King st, Guildhall, for David & Evans, Cardiff, solors for petner, 
Notice appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
no 'n of Jan 

Caevirr Gaais Co, Liutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry George 
Smith, Cardiff Grain Uo, Collingdon rd, Cardiff, liqui 

Cag.iste Cayxnixo Co, Limttrgp —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Jobson 
Midgley, 28, Nelson sq, Bolton, liquidator 

CaaTMa VILFIELD Co, Limtrep —Petn for the winding up, presented Dec 11, directed to be 
heard Jan 14 Vanderpump & Eve, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st, solors for petner. Notice of 
oupeesing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

an 13 

East Anroentine Raitway Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 19, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim:+, to William 
Bailey Hawkins, Sir George Barclay Bruce, and Arthur George Kendall, 845, Salisbury 
House, Finsbury circus. , t= & Co, Oid Broad st, solors w liquid stors 

Ercatxscuam Dairy Co, Limirep -Pe’n for winding up, presented Dec 13, directed to 
be heard atth2 Town Hall, Tunb:idge Wells, Jan 21,at 1030 Dod & Co, Berners st, 
Oxford st_ solors to pstners. Nutice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 23 

| Forest or Dean Stone Fiexs, Lintrep —Petn for winding up, presented Dec 11, directed 

t» be heard Jani14 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row, for Peckover & Scriven, Leds, 

| sors for petners. Notice of appearing m it reach the above-named not later than 6 

o’closk in the afternoon of Jan 13 

| Inverett Diamonp Fie.ps, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to send 

their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Jose 

a, Moorgate Station chmbrs. Leighton & Savory, Ciement’'s inn, solors for 

| quidator 
Joun Barnes (Wicax), Limirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 

Feb 1, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

George Holland Turner, Arcade chmbrs, Wigan. ilson, Wigan, solor to liquidator 

| Marienspap Kissinger anD Natusal Spaisc Propuca Co, Liutteo —Peta for winding up, 

presented Dec 20, directed to be heard Jan 14. Barrett, John st, Bedford row, solors for 

petners. Notice of appearing must reach the ab»ve-named not later than 6 o clock in 

the afternoon of Jan 18 

| Oaxtry Steet Fourpry Co, Luatep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or 

before Feb 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 

claims, to 8 V Wood, 20, Bucklersbury 

| Sorrow Vatence Gas Co, Liairep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 22, to send 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Mason 
Apps, Sutton Valence, nr Maidstove. Hracher, Maidstone, solor to liquidator _ 
| Times System Avromosite Co, Limitep —P-ta for winding up, presented Dec 31, directed 
to be heard Jan 14. White, Holborn viaduct, solor for p2tmer. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the aftecnoon of Jan 13 

W & A McAgruve, Linrrep—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 10, directed to be 
heard Jan 14. Blake & Co, Serjeants’' inn, Temple, solors for petners. Notice of 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia the afternvon of 

| an 13 

| W. J. Avams & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, to send their 

; Dames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Stephen 
Thompson, 17, Heygate st, Newington. Smith, Green st, Pocock st, Blackfriars rd, 
solor for li juidator 

Waicat & Borer, Lumrep—Petn for windiag up, presented Dec 24, directed to be heard 
Jan 14. Westcott & Sons, Strand, for Goodrick-Clarke & Smith, Birmiagham, solors 
for 1 geo Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 u’cluck 
ia the afternoon of Jan 13 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liairep in CaanozRy. 
Lonion Gazette,—Turspay, Jan. 7. 

| Broapuvrst & Co, Limirep ({ncorporated 1901) —Creditors are required, on or b-fore Fcb 

| 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their de>ts or claims, to 

| ‘Thomiss Chantler Middleton, 10, Marsden st, Manchester. Addleshaw & Co, Manchester, 
| solors to liquidator. N.B,—This notice does not refer to the company of the same name 
| _ incorporated in 1907 : ¥ 

| Evecraic Power Devecorpauext Co, Linirep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 

| 0: before Feb 29, to send their names aad aldresses. and the particulars ot theic deb.s or 

| claims, to Mr Geoff.ey Rowley Bostock, 21, Ironmonger In, Norton & Co, Oid Broad st, 
solors for liquidator : - 

Hicu Scuoor ror Boys, Purmouts, Liurrsp—Creditors are required, on or before March 
20, t> seni their names and addresses, and the a of their debts or claims, to 
_ — Luxon, Piymouth chmbrs, Old Town st, Piymouth. Wilson, solur to 

iquidator 

Kerrerixe Co-operative Borwpess, Liuirep (1¢ Votuntary Liquiparios)—Creditors 
are required, on or before Feb 21, to send their names and a , and particulars 
of their debts or claims, to William Smith, Parkstile chmbrs, Market st, Kettering. 
Symonds, Kettering, solor fur liquidators . 

Sugpueap & Co, Limiten—Credi are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 4lfred George 
Simmonds, 79, Mark In, liquidator 


| The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale 


Ravexssions, Lire Poricy, &c. 
Mess:s. H. E. Foster & Caanrievp held their om py ee (No. 850) of the 
ursday 


| above-nu.med Interests at the Murt, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on last, when the 

















| fo'lowing lots were sold at the prices named, the tccal amount realized being £2,500: 
| ABsOLUTE REVERSIONS :— 
To £2,697 am oi sag jon eve Bold £1500 
To Four-thirtieths of £10,500 Ba 7 300 
To Oae-eighth of Leaseholds at Fulham .. ” 125 
POLICY of ASSURANCE for £1,000... ooo ore ooo oo ” “ 


4 SECOND MORTGAGE for £3,500 








Beapie, Witttam Heway, 


bourne Pet Dec9 Urd Des 81 
Bearywayx, Geoxrce Henry, oe. Mawnan, nr Fal- Coxe, Tuomas, es Bay, 
mouth Truro Pet Jani Ord Jan1 ‘et Dec 3i Ord 


Eastbourne, Builder East- , Crarx, Liongt Georoe, Castle av, Highams Park, Com- 
mercial Traveller High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Dee 31 
te, Licensed Victualier 


Canterbury ec BL 


Seow. CuasLzs Grecory, Nuneaton, Warwick, Cval Coopzr, Witii4M Heway, sheringham, Norfolk, Coal M:r- 
1 


rohant C.ventry Pet Jan1 Ord Jan1 chant 
Breerr, Grores Horcainsox, Horsham, Tailor Brighton wane, ge ee ra Cheshire, 
anl 


Pet Dec6 Ord Lre 8 


Norwich Pet Deo 81 Ord Dec 3 
Balt Boiler Crewe Pet 
rd Jan i 
rd, Canning Town, Essex, Dare, Jonx Levnarp Mancuant, Eastvyille, Bristol, News- 
3 | vendor Bristol Pet Dec8l Ord Dec 31 


‘otice of 
in the afternoon of Jan 18 
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‘A \— waste J, 1, wv st, St James's High Court | Barneows, Joun Wittiam, Mansfield, Ni Boot Manufac- 
Ky Ord Bee tore’ "Sau 13 of ii” Off Bee,'4, Castle pl, Park at, 
hina Sussex, Famer 


Dave "Teowas, Nottingham 
Hastings no 30 Ord Dee 30 Barros, James Hewny, Folkestone, Plumber Jan 13 at 
ps Lovuts, DD w Cuarman, Rosendale . West Dulwich 10.45 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canter 
High Court Pet Dec12 Ord Deo3 Buace, Joux, Datchet, Bucks Jan 13 at 8 14, Bedford 
Genus re Magy Atice Gazer, a Cuise Garex, row 
o, Sa, Drapers Edmonton Pet Dec 10| Batoxert, James, Beckton rd, Canning Town, Ecsex, 
Bi Dee Builder Jan i4ati1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Hatt, Rowan, Mulkern rd, Hornsey Rise High Court | Quspyax, Atvanp Eawzst, Seven Kings, Essex, Commercial 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 28 Traveller Jan 22 at 3.30 Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 
Hammorp, James Witutam, Bradford, General Dealer | Cuows, Axseat. Bournemouth, Tailor Jan 14 at 2.30 
Bradford Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 Messrs Curtis & Son, 168, Old Christchurch 14, 


Hawsoy, 1 Carting Agent Bradford Pet Bournemouth 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 Crargx, Lionas. Groras, Castle av, hams Park, Com- 
Hasurr, Karz, Dover, China Dealer Canterbury Pet Dec 4 * . 

a) Ord Deed mercial Traveller Jan 18 at 1 ptey bidgs, 


Houzixoer, Louis Ators, Seaford, Sussex, Hotel Proprietor a | ll J, Bury st, St James Jan l4at12 Bank- 


Lewes Pet Dec1é Ord Dec 30 
Lacey, Joun Beary wer Exmouth, Cab Proprietor | | Daws roe fen, Seeman, Sussex, Farmer Jan 14 
Exeter Pet Dec30 OrdI at3 The Queen’s Hotel, H 


MacVi1tis, Anruva, Ki winiord, Staffs,Grocer Stour- b 
bridge’ Pet Deo 4 Oni Dee Day, » Faanow, Ceowtanet of, Brixton Jan 13at12 Bank 
Cuapmar, Rosendale rd, West Dulwich 

Carey st 





Meteenss canes Liverpool, Toone Agent Liverpool | ,, Eon, D 


Pet Dee 11 Ord Deo Si | Jam 18.at 11 Bankruptey bidgs 
Barton ‘wood, ~ , 
mon, Jann Wonca. Be Pet. Deo 90 “Ord Deo 20,” | Evaxs, Isaac, Maesteg, Glam, Grocer Jan 13 at 3 Off 


Reo, 117, 8t Mary ., Cardiff 
Foes, Henvert, Margate, 





Maren, Jonn Srepuex, L cial , 
wi teeta a Cine o Cane Deter couk hey Waasee, “Gradley eath, Staffs, Chain 
New rrAR, Fase, rember, Wilts, Farmer Frome | — Jan 13 at 11 ne Arms Hotel, 
Noarw, Faepraice Ricuarp, Ordnance rd, Enfield Wash, ane, ee Mulkein rd, Hornsey Rise Jan 14 at 11 


bl Carey st 
Butcher Edmonton Pet Dec81 Ord Dec 31 pala i eet, Geni Bate din 


, Manor row, 


Ropeats, James Henny, East Preston. = ssex, Brick- me AMES bene vom 
Agent Jan l5atll Of 


maker Brighton Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 3 atll Off Rec, 29 


—< Crarscens James, A wy Jove Ditton, Surrey — Avs, 
Kingston Pet Dec 30 Ord 29, Manor row, Bra‘ ford 


Samitz, THEopor, a Be ag row, 7 Bloomsbury Confec- Rayon Guonae, Biockton on Tees, Labourer Jan 14 at 11 
tionerr High Comt Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec Of Middl 
Suez, Eowrx, Dyne rd, Brondesbury, Tailor ‘High Court | Hoceuegs, Saesiat, Kirkby in Ashfield, Notts Jan 11 ati 
ie Sate Be 
e.:., A PHEN, , Ken 
Saurrs, po Ly 8, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet Dec 30 Ord | Jan 13 at 10.15 Of Bec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 
Lacey, Jonx Berry Nortox, Exmouth, Devon, Cab Pro- 
Jan 23 at 10.30 Off Reo, 9, , Bedford circas, 


x 

Lova, Gzonce Wricut, Nottinghim, Butcher Jan 11 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Martiypats, Watxer Epwasp, Hutton Stud, speaenet, 
Essex. Farmer, Jan 18at12 14, Bedford ro 

Reeve, Percy, and Tromas Reeve, Cowper “< Stoke 
Newington green, Provision Dealers Jan 13 at 
Baokra bldgs, Carey st 

Rareee, © 1LLIAM Faspericx. St Helens, I ancs, Glass 


Tuayer., Percy, Dyserth, nr Rhyl, Flint, Coal Merchant Jan 13 af 2.80 Of Rec, 3, Victoris at, Liver- 


pool 
Hanley Pet Dece6 Ord De 

Tre, Gncaca, Nowesk wpe a at, c Merchant Notti — On mer’ eS Sen & Farmer Jan 14 at 
‘ ham Pet Dec 16 Ord Deo 31. custie, Witt, Sparkbrook, Warwick, Builder Jan 15 
wr —y ig! mop ei Lansdown, Bath High at 12,30 191, Corporation st. Birming! 

urt Pet 6 30 ettering, pton, Grocer 
vie —¥ <= Portsmouth, Collector Portsmouth one ab it Bewsaxix, ieee at, eee = on 

et 81 r ec 31 4 Banl 
Wares, Wituram, Basildon, ee, Market Gardener =, Bows, Ot ot, Tallor Jan 13 at 18 ptcy 


elmsford Pet Dec12 Ord Sarre, Brix, Leeds, Pork Butcher Jan i2at1l Off Rec, 
4, Bond st, Leeds 


Warernovuss, J, rwood, &methwick, ae Builder 
West Bromwich Pet Dec 17 Ord Deo 8 Suiru. Dasier, Wolverhampton, Engineer Jan 13 at 12 
Off Rec. Wolverhemptoa 


Wuirr, Sypvey Joun, Belsize av, West ‘Caling, Clerk 
Brentford Pet Deoc39 Ord 39 Sprorceon, Rosert Haaoip, Recent, &tationer Jan 13 
at 12.15 115, High st, Rocheste: 


bain 1 } ¢ ny M en Ironmonger Luton Pet 
30 
avius Pow.es, wale, Ce xpor 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the ba = "On Hea 117, "at aan st, as : a 
London Gazette of Dec 24: Troaxtzy, Jonx, Bolton, Cabinet Maker = 13at3 19, 
Martrenpare, Water Epwarp, Hutton Stud, Brent wond, Exch st, Bolton 
Essex, Farmer Chelmsford Pet Nov29 Ord Dec18 , Taogntow, ALLax, Paap Taoaxtox,and Astaur TaoaxTon, 
Liversedge, Yorks, Coal M-rohants Jan idatil Bank 


Suita, Wittram James, Falcon grove, Battersea, Carman | 
andsworth Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Syowpey, Joun puatete meen ot Suifol, Oil Merchant 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Dec3i Ord Deo 

Srivry, Grornce Kaye, Wakefield, Asistont in Motor 
Works Wakefield Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 3 

Sruxczoy, Ropsret Harorp, Gravesend, Stationer Roches. 
ter Pet Deo 30 Ord Dec 30 

Tuorntgy, Jonyx, Bolton, Cabinet Maker Bolton Pet 
Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 | 

Torsir?, Wittiam Henry, Nottingham, Accountant 
Nottingham Pet Dec31 Ord Dec 31 





FIRST MEETINGS. chambers, ion st, Dewsbury 
Artontson, Grores, Gate-head, Railway Gas Jan 11 at  Venasias, Epwaarp A tage Lansdown, Bath Jan 13 
11 Off Reo, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne atl Bank: st 


uptey 4, Carey 
A.iex, Joszpa Atrarp, Bi irebfiel is, Handsworth, Jeweller | Vicurs. Atrarp Geosoe, Portsm wth, Collector Jan 13 at 
Jan 15 at 11.80 191, Corporation st, Fe ae } 3 Off Rec, bridge junc. High st, Portsmouth 


Anperson, Joszpx, Luton, Straw Hat acturer Jan | | Waunox, Tuomas Tuomrsox, Chester, Grocer Jan 13 at 
13at12 29, Kingst, Luton 2.30 Crypt chambers, row, Chester 

AYLine, Grorcr Heway, Petworth, Sussex,Farmer Jan 16 | Warneam, ILLIAM, Stretford. Lancs, Baker Jan 11 at 
at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, ester 


ter Jan 13 at 10.30 | 


Waicat, Wittiam Heney, Bournemvuth, Furniture 
Dealer Jan 14 at 8.’ Mcesre Ourtis & Son, 198, Old 
arch rd, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avams Faxsy, Aston, Birmingham, Metal Refiner Birming- 
Pet Deo 23° Ord Deo 30 
Aitcuison, Groner, my Clerk Neggastle 
Aneum Exette, | Song ay Cranbrook, Kent, H 
LES, ’ 
Grower 7 


Pet Jani 
Boorn, Caasies Gaecor'’ Warwick, Coal Mer- 
t Coventry Pet Jani Jan 
Baars, | yg jan, —— on, er Seller Croydon 
2 
Currtos, Hasay Wiiiiam, Yateley, Beats, Coal Merchant 
Guildford Pet Dec 17 Ord Vec 
Tuomas, Licensed Victual er 


Bay, y, Hamegate 
bury Dec 81° Ord Dec 31 
Cotums, AgTHuR put Pot Hythe ri, Willesden, 


Oct 30 Ord Jani 
Cooper, Wituram Heway, Coal Merchant 
Norwich Pet Dec 31 rd Dee 
Dose, ¢ some, nee ge Cheshire, Sait Boiler Crewe Pet 
an 
Daves, Joun Leowanp Mancuayrt, Eastville, News Vendor 
Bristol Pet Dec 31 Ord Deo st 
Daws, Tuomas, jun, Sedlescombe, Sussex, Farmer 
s Pet bec 32 Ord Dee 30 
Hamuoyp, James Wititam, Bradford, General Deal r 
Rasen, Aue, Bante Cate hems Babi Be 
anson, Axx, Bradfo 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 


Hasuir, Kats, Dover, China Dealer Canterbury Pet Dec 
30 Ord Dec 30 
coos, E, New Malden, Susear, Builder Kingston, 


rong, | Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 
Lacey, Joux eed Noarror, Exmouth, Gores, Cab 
Exeter Pet Dec 30 Ord Lee 39 

Lixpsgy, Jonw Geornoe Atexanper Vasey, Felixstowe, 

wich Pet Oct 30 Ord Dec 30 

McGissox, Jons Waicut, Barton under Neeawood, Staffs, 
Farmer, urton on Trent Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 90 

Mansa, Joun Stepiex, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
Leicester Pet Jan1 Ord Jan 1 

Mivxs, Antaus Jons. Cheriton y+] Char a banc Driver 
Canterbury Pet Jan 1 Ord Jan 

Newruam, Frank, wy + Murch, As ~ Wilts, 
Farmer Frome Pet Dec 30 Ord De 

Nonior, o> Sues s Boscombe Park, Heats, Jouraalist 
Pooie 4 Ged Des 

Pass, Anse, Grocer , ER Pet Dec17 Ord 

Rerve, Percrvat,and Taomas Reeve, C wper rd, Stoke 

ision Dealers High Court Pet 


Ni Prov 
Ost 18" Ord Jan't 


Roseats, James Hewny, East Preston, Sussex, Brickmaker 
Brighton Pet Dec3t Ord Dec 31 


Renee, Crescens (ome, Cae, Ord Dee St Ditton, Surrey 





ra... Turopor, Sou Bloomsbury, Con- 
fectioner Pa Dec 31 * Ord Dec 31 
Savace, Wittiam Farperice, 8t samen, Glass 


‘et Dec 23 Ord Dec 8 

Suits, Bitt, Pork Butcher Leeds Pet Dee 30 Ord 

c . 

Fuirn, Wittram James, yt Batterses, Carman 

andsworth Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 3) 

Syowpsn, Jous Buttagp, Southwold, — Oil Mer haat 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 


Srivey, Geoncs Kaye, Waktfield, Assistant in Motor 

Works Wakefield Pet Dec 3t Ord Dec 31 

Srurceox, Rosgat Harorp, Gravesend, Stationer Rochcs- 

ter Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Tuorsiey, Jouy, Bolton, Cabinet Maker Bolton Pet 
Dec 31_ Ord Dec 


31 
Torsitt, Witttam Hensy, Notti 


ingham, Accountant Not- 
et Dec 31 Ona I De: 31 


Taiox,I C., Boston Pet Jan 1 
Ord Oct 26 
Vieues, Atrarp G 8, Portsmouth, Collector Porte- 
mouth Pet Deo 31 Ord Dee 31 











Wetpox, Tuomas THompsox, Chester, Grocer Chester 
Pet Dec 23 Dec Ord 30 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


a@, MOORGATS STHRABT, LONDON, F.C. 


ESTABLISHED IN {89I. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





supervision of the Oorporation. 





630 Bee seis to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and 


X SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


x | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be seat 


on application. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Jan. 11, 1908; 








London Gazette —Tunspvay, Jan, 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Bazezs, Wii.1am, Durleston rd, Upper Clapton, Retired 
Baker King’s Lynn Pet Dec19 Ord Jan? 

Bopmuax, Janes Licut, Forest Hill, Kent, Watchmaker 

wich Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Browysz, H V, Southsea, Hants, Tailor Portsmouth Pet 
Des2 Ord Jan 2 

Burtox, James Krioutey, Selby, York, Solicitor York 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Davies, Atrarp, Chester, Jeweller Bangor Pet Dec 19 
Ord Jan 3 


Destroy, Henry Harnisow, Gt Grimsby, Ironmonger Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan1 Ord Jani 
Daaxe, Cuanes, Gt Yarmouth, Blacksmith Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 
Gary. Erne, Bournemouth, Nurse Plymouth Pet Dec 6 
rd Jan 8 
Hexiiee, Gronor, Swansea, Corn Salesman Swansea Pet 
Jan2 O:d Jan 2 
Jzxxixeox, Joun Evsr, Grimabury, Banbury, Fishmonger 
bury Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 
Jouzs, Jonx Morris, Bettwsycoed, Builder Portmadc: 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 
Kiaxwoop, Water, Withernsea, Yorks, Plumber Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 
Lasz, Cuartes, Minety, Wilts, Farmer Pet 
Jan2 Ord Jan 2 
Lavy, Davip, Dennington Park ré, West Hampstead, 
Trave High Court Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 
Macvowatp, Ropert Arraun, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Jan2 Ord Jan? 
May. Joax Wisox, Trowbridge, Wilts, Licensed Victualler 
Ba’ Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 
Norris, E J, Teddington, Builder Kingston, Surrey Pet 
Dec11 Ord Jan 2 ; 
Ocxerrorp, Gsorncr Sreruex, Credon rd, Barking rd, 
Plaistow, Engineer HighCourt PetJan3 Ord Jan 3 
Pixxus, Narra. Beresford rd, Canonbury, Jeweller High 
Court Pet Dec3 Ord Jan 1 
Roporr, Davip, Darlington, Draper 
‘et Dec 13 Ord Jan 3 
Ropyer, Warter, Dulwich Wood Park, Dulwich, Clerk 
High Court Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 
Scutt, Tom Homer, Broadstone, nr Wimborne, Dorat 
‘onle Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 2 
Stevenso«, Mixyiz. Smethwick, Staffs, Milliner West 
wich Pet Jan38 Ord Jan 3 
Smruies, Jonyx, Springda’e, Tongroyd Bridge, Hudders- 
field, Concreter Huddersfield Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 
Tarizy, Waiter Epwarp, Broml-y, Builder Croydon 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 
Tayror. AG, Wimbledon, Builder Kings'on, Surrey Pet 
Novl4 Ord Jan 2 
Taycuor, Parpenick Samvet, North Brink, Wisbech, Com 
og Labourer King’s Lynn Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan3 
Tesey, Hexey Witiiam. Xorth End. Portem uth, Hante 
Tailor’s Assistant Portsmouth Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 
Warremas, Owen James, Horfield, Bristol, Cual Merchaat 
Bristol Pet Jan3 Od Jan3 
Wister, Witiiam, Well-sley rd, Chiswick, Commiesion 
Agent Brentford Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 


Amended notice substituted for that publishe1 in 
the London Gazette of Dee 13: 


Baicos, Ropert Hexyry Hoye, Moss Side, Manchester, 
-- amastaes Agett Manchester Tet Oct 31 Ord Dec 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Asporr, Gronce Cuancrs, Ampthill, Beds, Baker Jan 15 
at 12.15 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Apvams, Faxxy, Aston, Birminghem. Metal Refiner Jan 17 
at 11,30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Asx, Eow1m, Goldthorpe, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Piumber 
Jan 16at1z2 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Axsg, Artuur, Doncaster, Confectioner Jan 16 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Braptr, Wittiam Fenay, Eastbourne, Builder Jan 23 at 2 
County Court Office, Seaside rd. Eastbourne 

Berryuax, Georce Henay, Baruppa, Mawnan, nr Fal- 
mouth Jan 16at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Basrr, Gzorce Hurtcuixsox, Horsham, Tailor Jan 15 
atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Brows, H V, Southsa, Frante, Tailor Jan 15 at 3 Off 

Cambridge junc, High st, Portemouth 

Burtorx, James Keicucey, Selby, Yorks, Sol citor Jan 17 
at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Off Rec, 14 


O# 


Swinion 


Cryer, Rosert, Blackpool Jan 15 at 11 
Chapel st, Preston 

Fortow, Joux, Pontypool, Mon, Baker Jan 15 at 11 
Ree, 144, Commercial at, Newport, Mon 


Stockton on Tees 


| Guarat, Joux, Merthyr Vale, Glam, Baker Jan 15 at 8 
Off Rec, County Court, Townhall, “wy » Tydfil 
Gairriras, Jacos, and Josspn Frxxau, Shotton, Flint, 
Brewers Jan 15 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 
Heat, Herpert Georce, Worthing, Builder Jan 16 at 
3.15 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion be Brighton 
Joxrs, Dayiet Evays, Machen, Mon, Fiannel Manufacturer 
= 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 
on 
ones, Joux, Penygroes, Lianllyfni, Carnarvon, Labourer 
Jan 15 at 11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Lass. Cuar.es, Minety, Wilts, Farmer Jan 15 at 4 Off 
Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
Levy, Davip, Dennington Park rd, West Hampstead, 
Traveller Jan17at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Maren, Jony Stepney, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
Jan 15at12 Off Ree, 1, Berridge s*, Leic-ster 
Naycor, Caartes Atpeat, Sheffield, Publican Jan 16 at 
11.80 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Norais, E J, Claremont rd, Teddington, Builder Jan 17 at 
113° 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Norais, Freperick Ricuarp, Enfield Wa-rh, Butcher Jan 
ati2 14, Bedford row 
Ocxxtrorp, Georce Streuex, Credon 1d, Barking rd, 
Plaistow, Engineer Jan 15 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, 
Carey st 
Pixxus, Narra, Beresford rd, Canonbury, Jeweller Jan 
15at1 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Ca ey st 
Pye, Tuomas, Ecclesfield, Builder Jan 16 at 11 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 
Rornerts, James Hewxry, East P.eston, Sussex, Brickmaker 
Jan 16 at 1030 Off Rec, 4. Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
Ropinson, Caescens James, Upper Long Ditton Surrey 
Jan 15 at 11,3) 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
toprer, WALTER. Dulwich Wood Park. Du'wich, Clerk 
Jan 16at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Cavey st 
Sasirz, Taropor, Southampton row, Bloomsbury, Con- 
fectioner Jan 15 ati Bankruotcy b)!gs, Carey st 
Scurr, Tom Homer. Broadstone, nr Wimborne. Dorset, 
Jan 46at3 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbra, High st, 
Southampton 
Suita, Wiciiam James, Falcon grove, Battersea Carman 
Jan 16 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Spivey, Grorae Kaye, Wakefield, Assistant in Motor 
Works Jan liatil Off Rec,6, Bond terr, Wakefield 
Taytor, A G. Wimbledon, Builder Jaa 16 at 12 132, 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Tenavy, Hexeay Wirisam, North ¥nd, Portsmouth, Tailor’s 
Assistant Jani at4 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 
Uzzeit, Groner, Fochrhiw, Glam, Victualler Jan 15 at 
2.30 Off R c, County Court, Towohall, Merthyr Tydfil 








\ R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
L to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
(INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result 
~Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 2, 
Hare-court, Temple, 





C. WHITHAM, Solicitors’ AUDITOR 
and COSTSMAN.—56, Wellclose-mount, Leeda, 


T° SOLICITORS’ CLERKS.—Solicitors’ 

or Commercial Book-keeping Taught by Corre- 
spondence.—Apply, Witraip J. Roars, A.C,A., 90, High 
Holborn. W.C, 


AW COSTS.—Testimonial: ‘‘ Aug. 30th, 

4 1907.—Mr. HARCOURT SMITH has just completed 
the drafting of a complicated bill of costa io the windin, 
up of a considerable estate to our entire satisfaction, an 
we have no hesitation in recommending him to other 
members of our profession for similar work.”— Apply, 
Harcourt Sarrs, Partnership Agent, &c., 61, Chancery- 
lane, London. 


[ OANS by POST, £20 to £5 000 on note 
4 of hand, without sure‘ies; information and terms 
free; no charge whatever unless advance made.—Apply, in 
confiden*e, Tar Mipiawxp Discount Co., Lirp., Leicester. 


Ue 














YUDGE ROW, Cannon-street (c'ose to the 

Station).—To Let, a Suite of Five very Light Rooms 

on Firat Floor, with Lift. Apply to Messrs, 8. Wacker & 
Son, 22, Moorgate-street, E.C. 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the 


World. 





\ 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


UN 


Insuraaces effected against the following risks :— 


PERSONAL 
SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
BURGLARY, 


<< 


Copied from Policy dated 1726, 


Law Courts Branch: 40, 


FIRE, 

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
and EMPLOYE6RS LIABILITY 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


LANE, W.C. 


ACCIDENT, 


CHANCERY 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manoger. . 


FUNDS IN HAND 


£2,545 328. 


1908 


PLEASURE CRUISES 
TO SUNNY LANDS 


ORIENT COMPANY'S 
ss. “ORIENT,” 


5,453 tons; 7,500 horse power. 
Sist January to 10th February, 
12:h February to 13th March, 
TURKEY. 14th March to 10th April. 
GREECE. j llth April to 23rd April. 
Managers: F. GREEN & CO. and ANDERSON, ANDER- 
SON, & CO., London, mes ye ~ apply to the latter 
i at 5, Fenchurch-avenue, E.C., or 28, Cockspur-street, 
5.W. 


PORTUGAL. 
MOROCCO. 
BALEARIC 
ISLANDS. 
SICILY. 
PALESTINE, 
EGYPT. 
CORFU. 





Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Fouxpep i THe Reiex oy Witu1am & Mary, 1689, 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS, 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH @ VBLVBT. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Olerks, & Coroners, 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


AUTHORITY 








BY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKSand FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 
Saage Ceatiricates, Desentunss, &c., ved and 
printed. Orrici1at Szacs desi executed, 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agenta, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, a E.C. (corner of 


Serjeant 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





JYBEEHOLD GROUND - RENTS, £75, 
upon Houses all let at £49 each, close to Balham 
Station, | ang 253 years’ purchase; £180 and £155, upon 


fully-let City Properties, price 24 and 23 years’.— Apply to 
Davip L. Goocu, Auctioneer and Surveyor, 54, Gres - 
street, E.C. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS Wanted, 
suitable for a Public Fund of ab sut £2,000, up to 27. 
years’ purchase, and within cib radius; also i 
good for abous £12,000, to pay 4 per cent. ; als» for £2,000. 
fund, to pay 5 per cent.; and £60 and £2,000 Funds, to 
pay 4} per cent.; commission required,—Tuos, G. Roozns, 
Ground-rent Agent, 4, Cholmeley-park, Highgate. 


M vestors or Solicitors willing to Lend on 
Properties in Midlands, Lancashire, or South and East 
Coast Seaside Resorts, are requested to Communicate with 
Taos, G. Rocess, 4, Cholmeley-park, Highgate, London. 


N ORTGAGEES’ SOLICITORS having 
pt Property for Disposal in London or Suburbs can 
obtain a quick buyer (if cheap for cash) by se 
particulars and price to Messrs. Morpant, A.A.L, 

10, Fenchurch-street, E.C. Telephone No. 4059 avenue. 








ORTGAGES.—London or Oountey In- 
‘reehold 








‘lO BE LET on Lease for 21 years, & 

capital House in St. Helen’s-place, Bishopsgate- 
street Within, suitable for Merchants, Professional Men, or 
a Company requiring an entire ee eae to Messra, 
8. Waxes & Son, 22, Moorgate-street, E.C. 





V ONEY. — Mortgage Money Available 
I immediately, £10,000, £7,000, and several smaller 
Funds ; also in Fe’ £28,000, and March £95,000; large 
Funds also available for Building Finance. — Apply Ae 
Muxupant, Surveyors, 9 and 10, Fenchurch-street, B.C. 


ENT COLLECTOR Seeks additional Col- 
lections, all Londva and Suburban districts ; 
carefully Managed; also Weeklies and Tenemeute under 


taken; moderate commission; strongly 
Cout.zcror, Box 218, ‘Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly 








L Reporter” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








